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outcome of the 5:15 votes, the following
amendments be in order postcloture.
One of the reasons that is also impor-
tant, because some amendments might
still be in order postcloture that would
not be on this list, and that we would
work on how much time we have on
each amendment, and that there would
be nine education-related amendments
offered by the minority side, filed
amendments 2020, 2026 through 2028,
2031 through 2033, 2040 and 2041; and five
education-related amendments offered
by the majority side, 2021, 2022, 2024
through 2025, and 2035.

That is a suggestion of a UC we could
ask for, or if we could work out some
other unanimous consent agreement on
education-related amendments. I know
the Senator was talking about maybe
having a crime bill. I know when he is
having a crime bill he would rather not
have to deal with a fisheries’ amend-
ment. I understand the minority wants
to make sure they are not precluded
from offering amendments important
to them. I think he also understands
the majority has some rights and de-
sires not to have to vote on amend-
ments across the board, from one end
of the spectrum to the other, when we
are trying to get an education bill com-
pleted that is very important to edu-
cation in America and children in
America, so we could then get to a very
important national policy issue, NATO
enlargement, that I had the President
call about just last night.

I am looking for a way to be fair so
we can consider education amendments
and identify a way to bring it to an
end.

Mr. BIDEN. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. LOTT. I am happy to yield to the

Senator.
Mr. BIDEN. I understand his desire

but I don’t understand his right. I un-
derstand the desire not to deal with all
those amendments but I never thought
that was a right—although it would be
nice if it were a right—and while he is
doing this, if he succeeds, if he could
also clear the Helms-Biden foreign re-
lations material of abortion amend-
ments and declare them out of order as
well. That is somehow stopped up.

Mr. LOTT. I thought he agreed we
would have that issue on the United
Nations arrears, State Department re-
authorization, instead of having it on
the emergency bill or the IMF; wasn’t
that the discussion?

Mr. BIDEN. The Senator is of the
view it shouldn’t be on anything, so I
hope when he settles this he can settle
that too so we can fund the United Na-
tions and have the IMF moneys, too.

Mr. LOTT. I am sure we will work on
that together.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SMITH of Oregon). The distinguished
Democratic leader is recognized.

Mr. DASCHLE. I commend the Sen-
ator from Delaware for making a very
important point. This is the U.S. Sen-
ate. I daresay there is not a Senator in
this body who hasn’t chosen to use a
legislative vehicle for purposes of offer-

ing amendments that may not be ger-
mane. We all understand the germane-
ness rule.

We all understand, many of us, why
we left the House of Representatives to
come to the U.S. Senate. We came to
the U.S. Senate because we recognize
the glory of the wisdom associated
with the right of every Senator, and
that is understood each and every time
we come to the floor.

The distinguished majority leader
has made quite a point of citing the
Coverdell bill as a bill related to edu-
cation. It is also related to taxes. This
is a tax bill, as well. This is a piece of
legislation changing the Tax Code.

Just so everybody understands what
the majority leader is suggesting here,
he is saying we don’t want you to con-
sider this a tax bill. The majority re-
fuses to allow the minority to consider
this a tax bill on the Senate floor. We
want you to insist and promise that
you will never offer a tax amendment
on a tax bill that comes to the Senate
floor. It is an education bill, so go
ahead and offer an education amend-
ment, but don’t you dare offer a tax
amendment to a tax bill. We are not
going to allow that.

Mr. President, I think that points out
the fallacy of this whole matter and
the reason why my distinguished col-
league from Delaware made the point
he did about the rights of the minority.
How many tax bills will come to the
Senate floor? How many opportunities
will the minority have to offer legiti-
mate, relevant, tax amendments?

I am very concerned again about pre-
cluding the right of the minority. I was
elected to represent 44 Democrats and
their rights every time we come to the
floor, regardless of the circumstance. I
think all of our colleagues recognize
the importance of protecting those
rights. Whether it is tax, whether it is
education, whether it is a matter relat-
ed to something of great import to our
colleagues, we have to protect that
right. It doesn’t matter the issue. What
matters is the right. The right must be
protected. That is really what these
questions are all about.

I yield the floor.
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President,

first, I know the minority leader will
appreciate concerns on our side in the
midst of the fourth filibuster over this.
We already had to fight and break fili-
buster just to get to this point. The en-
tire exercise on this legislation has re-
lated to one filibuster after the other,
so obviously it has raised concerns that
the amendment process will be used as
another extension of the filibuster. I
think that is a fair concern on our side.

I have to say to the minority leader
that even on your side I have heard nu-
merous expressions that there should
be a discipline about the education pro-
posal and the debate should be about
education, not broad tax policy. I have
a tax relief bill that pushes millions of
people into the 15 percent tax bracket.
I have not introduced it here and
won’t. I don’t think it should be. I
think it should be an education debate.

Now, the 9 Democrat amendments
that have been offered that the leader
is referring to, of the 14, 3 are tax, 6 are
nontax, but they are all education re-
lated, which I think is appropriate. I do
think there has to be some order. I
think I even heard in some nature that
context referred to by the Senator
from Delaware, Minnesota and others
on your side. There ought to be some
discipline.

I also say that while it is technically
a tax bill, it is a minimalist tax bill. It
is a large vehicle, a large vehicle.

I think that there has been an ex-
tended effort to try to come to a mean-
ingful balance between your side and
our side on this measure. I pointed out
yesterday that the legislation in our
package was 80 percent designed by
your side of the aisle—Senator GRAHAM
of Florida, Senator BREAUX of Louisi-
ana, Senator MOYNIHAN of New York
and others. In the process of framing
this, we tried to take the admonish-
ment you gave last year, which was we
wanted to go through the process, the
Finance Committee. We have done
that, heard from both sides. There is
heavy influence from both sides. We
are simply trying to find a way to get
out of the filibuster, to get out of the
fourth filibuster, and get down to a dis-
cussion about our different views on
education.

I hope this last offer or suggestion
that has been outlined, that you are
hearing for the first time, might be the
genesis of coming to an agreement of
how we can move on, in both of our
mutual interests, on making the Fed-
eral Government a good partner in fac-
ing the calamity that we have all
talked about over the last couple of
years in kindergarten and through high
school and the costs of higher edu-
cation.

I did want to make those points.
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I see

several Members on the floor desiring
to continue what I regard as a very
good debate on NATO. The Senator
from Michigan is present and I am per-
fectly willing to yield the floor should
he desire to seek recognition. It would
be my hope, Mr. President, that follow-
ing the Senator from Michigan, the
Senator from Virginia be recognized,
and I make this unanimous consent re-
quest for the purpose of giving re-
marks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

PROTOCOLS TO THE NORTH AT-
LANTIC TREATY OF 1949 ON AC-
CESSION OF POLAND, HUNGARY,
AND THE CZECH REPUBLIC
The Senate continued with consider-

ation of the treaty.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan.
Mr. ABRAHAM. Might I inquire of

the Senator from Alaska if he needed
to introduce amendments?

Mr. STEVENS. The Senator is very
generous. I am awaiting two amend-
ments I have drafted that I wish to put
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in. If I can get the time, I will do it
today; if not, tomorrow. I was not sure
we would be in tomorrow. I understand
now we probably will be.

Mr. ABRAHAM. I appreciate the Sen-
ator from Virginia yielding to speak to
me about the issue of enlarging NATO.

Mr. President, I rise to express my
support for legislation expanding
NATO by admitting, at this time, the
newly free nations of Poland, Hungary
and the Czech Republic. It is my hope
that we will act soon on the invitation
extended to these countries at the Ma-
drid Summit in 1997, and that this will
be only the latest step in an ongoing
process bringing nations and peoples,
until recently suffering under com-
munist tyranny, into the community
of free nations and into the sphere of
mutual security provided by NATO.

We should not forget, in my view, Mr.
President, that until less than 10 years
ago most of Asia and half of Europe, as
well as vast stretches of the rest of the
world, were held in the grip of totali-
tarian communism.

When the Berlin Wall finally came
down it marked a new era in our his-
tory; it marked the greatest explosion
in human freedom ever witnessed on
this earth.

Ronald Reagan’s victory in the cold
war rescued millions of Eastern Euro-
peans, and Russians, from decades of
enslavery. We owe it to him, to our-
selves and to our children to solidify
those gains by bringing the emerging
democracies of eastern Europe fully
into the community of free nations.
And membership in NATO is a crucial
part of that process.

Since its inception immediately fol-
lowing World War II, NATO has
brought free nations together for mu-
tual defense and thereby fostered mu-
tual understanding and trade.

Because the world remains a dan-
gerous place even after the successful
conclusion of the cold war, there re-
mains a place for NATO. Because the
free world has expanded in the after-
math of the cold war, NATO also must
expand.

Recent events in the Balkans, the
Middle East, East Asia, and Africa
show that the world remains a dan-
gerous place, and that the United
States must continue to prepare itself
for conflict in any part of the globe.

Conflicts in the Balkans are particu-
larly disturbing because of their prox-
imity to our west European allies and
because of its potential to spread con-
flict to other parts of Europe.

To my mind, Mr. President, it also
points up the need for greater coopera-
tion and integration in Europe. The
structures set up by the NATO alliance
in my view provide unique opportuni-
ties to foster peace and cooperation
throughout Europe. History shows that
the kinds of cooperation that made
NATO so successful at defending the
free world from Soviet communism
also can breed peaceful cooperation
among member states.

I believe it is significant that, while
NATO has expanded its membership no

less than three times since 1949, at no
time has there been any military con-
flict among member states, despite
sharp and long histories of political dif-
ferences between some.

Shared commitment to well-ordered
liberty—to democratic politics, free
markets and human rights—united the
countries of NATO, in good times and
bad, until, eventually, they faced down
the forces of communism.

What is more, NATO remains the
only multilateral security organization
capable of conducting effective mili-
tary operations that will protect west-
ern security interests.

Of course, Mr. President, we must be
careful about which countries we allow
into NATO, as well as when and under
what circumstances. But I believe it is
in the interest of the United States, as
well as our European allies, to actively
assist European countries emerging
from communist domination in their
transition to free governments and free
markets so that these countries may
eventually qualify for NATO member-
ship.

We must extend our hand to peoples
now emerging from the long night of
communist dictatorship. We cannot af-
ford to let them despair and turn, or be
dragged, back into the dark.

This makes it particularly appro-
priate that we begin the process of
NATO expansion by inviting into its
membership the newly free nations of
Poland, Hungary and the Czech Repub-
lic. Each of these countries has suf-
fered greviously from war and from
Marxist dictatorship. Each has worked
long and hard to establish its independ-
ence, the freedom of its people and its
markets.

We should not forget that it was
Lech Walesa’s Solidarity movement
that paved the way for the breakdown
of the Soviet Empire by refusing to be
cowed by the Communist authorities.

The people of Poland, strong in their
faith, exhibited a courage few of us
would wish to be called upon to match.

As a people they demanded freedom
of worship. As a people, they demanded
real workers rights in the form of free,
non-party unions.

As a people they faced down their
communist oppressors and now are
building a free, open and democratic
society.

The people of Poland have held free
and open elections, established free
markets and worked hard to establish
a strong, loyal, civilian-controlled
military. Like few nations on earth,
they have embraced their new-found
freedom and deserve our support.

The Czech Republic, while still part
of the hybrid nation of Czechoslovakia,
was the last free country to be dragged
behind the Iron Curtain. And its people
tried on several occasions, most nota-
bly in the spring of 1968, to regain their
freedom. They finally succeeded
through a silent and bloodless revolu-
tion.

Under the playwright and statesman
Vaclav Havel, the Czech people have

made tremendous progress in institu-
tionalizing free government, free mar-
kets and a responsible military.

As for Hungary, Mr. President, the
Hungarian people’s attachment to free-
dom made them a constant thorn in
the side of their Soviet oppressors. At
first their desire for freedom was beat-
en down with tanks, later it was al-
lowed limited free play within the So-
viet empire.

And the Hungarians made the most
of their limited freedom, working even
before the end of the cold war to lay
the groundwork for free markets. Since
the tearing down of the Berlin Wall the
Hungarian people also have made great
strides in building a freer, more open
and democratic nation.

By extending NATO membership to
these nations we will be showing our
approval of the hard work they have
done to institutionalize free govern-
ment.

Of course, Mr. President, our first
duty is to the American people. We
must defend their security and protect
their pocketbooks.

But I think we should keep in mind
that increasing openness in central and
eastern Europe will benefit us both in
terms of security and in terms of eco-
nomics. Free peoples with free markets
make for good neighbors and good part-
ners in profitable trade.

It is my hope that we will build on
the freedoms and the relationships al-
ready established with and within east-
ern Europe for the good of everyone in-
volved.

I know that a number of my col-
leagues are concerned that the process
of expanding NATO not come at too
high a price for the American taxpayer.
As a Senator who has consistently
worked for tax cuts, I share this con-
cern. But I must observe that the legis-
lation under consideration includes
provisions limiting expenditures
through the Partnership for Peace and
that it guarantees no country entry
into NATO.

Each country will have to show that
it has established democratic politics,
free markets, civilian leadership of po-
lice and military forces and trans-
parent military budgets to gain en-
trance.

Each country will have to show its
ability and willingness to abide by
NATO’s rules, to implement infrastruc-
ture development and other activities
to make it a positive asset to NATO in
its defensive mission, and to contribute
to its own security and that of its
NATO neighbors.

All told, Mr. President, I believe that
the provisions of this arrangement can
help us build on the success of the
NATO alliance.

I am convinced that we as a nation
have a duty to promote democracy and
free markets, wherever they can take
root, just as I am convinced that it is
in our interest as a nation to do so.
When such forces coalesce, we should
seize the opportunity, as I urge my col-
leagues to do with this legislation.
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Mr. President, I realize that there are

some among us who have grown con-
cerned about the prospect of enlarging
NATO. But to me, Mr. President, it
seems that this decision is a pretty
clear one. It has always been the mis-
sion of the United States to support
free people, to support the efforts of
people seeking freedom throughout the
globe. In Central and Eastern Europe,
that was a primary mission of America
for nearly one-half century. It seems to
me that, upon the successful comple-
tion of the cold war, it would only be
natural that the nations that came
into the world of free countries should
have the opportunity to extend their
participation in the free world to be
part of the NATO alliance. It was in-
deed the NATO alliance, more than
anything, that allowed them to find
their freedom. It seems only natural
that they would wish to be part of that
alliance. And it would seem only natu-
ral that we should allow them to be
part of that alliance as soon as they
are able to meet the various entry re-
quirements that we have established.
To me, that is the natural outgrowth of
the successful completion of the cold
war.

So, for those reasons, Mr. President,
I intend to support the enlargement of
NATO. I believe that Poland, Hungary,
and the Czech Republic are deserving
allies and deserving members. I look
forward to seeing the successful com-
pletion of this legislation during the
next week.

Mr. WARNER. Again, I express my
appreciation to the Senator from Dela-
ware, the distinguished ranking mem-
ber of the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee, for his very conscientious atten-
tion, along with Chairman HELMS, to
this debate.

I pick up again in expressing the
grounds for my opposition to the ad-
mission of these three nations, cer-
tainly at this time. I also am going to
place in the RECORD a series of docu-
ments today because I think it is im-
portant that those following this de-
bate from a distance have access to the
RECORD of the proceedings of the U.S.
Senate, and that the views of a number
of persons that I and others think are
worthy of attention be placed therein.
I ask unanimous consent that a state-
ment that appeared in the Washington
Times on March 18 by Robert Dole, the
former majority leader of the U.S. Sen-
ate, entitled ‘‘NATO Test of U.S. Lead-
ership’’ be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
[From the Washington Times, Mar. 18, 1998]

NATO TEST OF U.S. LEADERSHIP

(By Bob Dole)
For decades, the United States urged com-

munist leaders to ‘‘tear down the Wall.’’
Within the past 10 years, people of Eastern
Europe have embraced liberty and under-
taken major reforms in their economies and
governments. Now the United States Senate
should take the next step toward ensuring
freedom and democracy for the people of Po-

land, the Czeck Republic and Hungary by
ratifying the NATO enlargement treaty and
inviting them to join us in NATO.

American leadership on NATO enlarge-
ment is important to our security as well as
to the security of Eastern Europe.

At the Madrid Summit last July, President
Clinton and the other NATO leaders unani-
mously decided to invite Poland, Hungary
and the Czech Republic to become members
of the alliance, culminating years of efforts
by these countries to meet NATO’s strict
entry criteria. Last week, under the biparti-
san leadership of Sen. Jesse Helms, North
Carolina Republican, and Sen. Joe Biden,
Delaware Democrat, the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee overwhelmingly endorsed
NATO accession legislation by a vote of 16–
2. I hope the full Senate will follow suit
without delay.

Two world wars began in Europe, and strife
in Bosnia continues today. Expanding NATO
to include Poland, Hungary and the Czech
Republic will help ensure that new threats,
such as ethnic struggles and state-sponsored
terrorism, will be kept in check.

During the half-century that NATO has
helped guarantee peace in Europe, it has
added new members three times, including
Germany, Greece, Turkey and Spain. Each
addition made the Alliance stronger and in-
creased its military capability. Affirming its
military importance of NATO enlargement,
60 top retired U.S. officers—including Colin
Powell and four other former chairmen of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, nine former service
branch chiefs, and top combat leaders such
as Gen. Norman Schwarzkopf—recently sig-
naled their support of NATO enlargement.
Their statement emphasized that the admis-
sion of Poland, Hungary and the Czech Re-
public will enhance NATO’s ability to deter
or defend against security challenges of the
future.

What these military leaders and many
other Americans understand is that no free
nation has ever initiated a war against an-
other democracy. Integrating the military,
economic and political structures of Eu-
rope’s newest stable democracies into the
NATO alliance will help ensure that this re-
mains true in the 21st century.

Let me take the opportunity to address
four major concerns that critics have raised
in this debate. First, some senators have en-
gaged in a last-minute effort to postpone
consideration of the NATO accession legisla-
tion. But members of both parties and both
houses of Congress have already thoroughly
examined questions surrounding NATO en-
largement. The Senate Foreign Relations
Committee alone has held eight hearings
with more than 37 witnesses, resulting in 550
pages of testimony. The case has been made:
NATO enlargement is in the interest of the
United States. It is time to make it a re-
ality.

Second, other critics in the Senate have
suggested placing conditions on NATO ex-
pansion, thereby ‘‘freezing’’ enlargement for
an arbitrary number of years. Like the ad-
ministration, I oppose any effort in the Sen-
ate to mandate an artificial pause in the
process. Such a move would send the wrong
message to countries in both the East and
the West, closing the door on current and po-
tential new allies—and perhaps tying the
hands of a future president.

Furthermore, freezing NATO’s membership
would create a destabilizing new dividing
line in Europe. Currently, non-member Euro-
pean nations cooperate extensively with
NATO through the Partnership for Peace
Program. But if nations believe the ultimate
goal of NATO membership is unattainable,
any incentive to continue democratic reform
will be substantially diminished.

The alliance’s open door commitment,
which has been supported by the United

States, has been an unqualified success. The
prospect of NATO membership has given
Central European countries a strong incen-
tive to cooperate with the alliance, strength-
en civilian control of the military, and re-
solve longstanding border disputes. All of
these advance U.S. interests. It would be a
mistake to abandon a policy that is clearly
achieving its objectives.

Third, some argue that NATO enlargement
has hurt or will hurt cooperation with Rus-
sia, or may even strengthen the hand of
hard-line Russian nationalists. This has not
been borne out by the facts. Since the NATO
enlargement process began, President Boris
Yeltsin has been re-elected and many re-
formers have been elevated within the Rus-
sian government. Mr. Yeltsin pledged at the
1997 Helsinki summit to press for ratification
of START II and to pursue a START III ac-
cord. The Duma also ratified the Chemical
Weapons Convention and President Yeltsin
signed the NATO-Russia Founding Act, cre-
ating a new, constructive relationshp with
the West.

The world has changed. The debate over
NATO expansion cannot be recast as an ex-
tension of the Cold War. I believe imposing a
mandated pause in NATO’s engagement
would appear to give Russia a veto over
NATO’s internal decisions, contrary of
NATO’s stated policy, and would strengthen
Russia extremists by enabling them to claim
that their scare-tactic objections swayed the
world’s most powerful military alliance.

And last, some skeptics would rather allow
the European Union (EU) to take the lead in
building Central and Eastern Europe’s eco-
nomic and security structure. But with due
respect, NATO, not the EU, is the corner-
stone of European security, which is vital to
our own.

As the Senate considers this legislation to
allow Poland, Hungary and the Czech Repub-
lic to complete their journey from com-
munist dictatorship to NATO membership,
we should consider the words of Czech Presi-
dent Vaclav Havel:

‘‘The Alliance should urgently remind
itself that it is first and fore-most an instru-
ment of democracy intended to defend mutu-
ally held and created political and spiritual
values. It must see itself not as a pact of na-
tions against a more or less obvious enemy,
but as a guarantor of EuroAmerican civiliza-
tion and thus as a pillar of global security.’’

NATO protected Western Europe as it re-
built its war-torn political and economic sys-
tems. With Senate approval of NATO en-
largement, it can, and should, provide simi-
lar security to our allies in Central and East-
ern Europe as they re-enter the community
of free nations.

This is no time to postpone or delay ac-
tion. It is time to act so that other NATO
member countries can move ahead with rati-
fication knowing the United States is lead-
ing the way.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, it is
clearly an endorsement of the present
legislation by one of our most revered
and respected former Senators, whose
wartime record and whose record in
many other endeavors places abso-
lutely no question about his knowledge
and background to make such an im-
portant contribution as embraced in
that article.

Likewise, Mr. President, appearing in
today’s Washington Post under the
byline of Jim Hoagland, an article en-
titled ‘‘Foreign Policy by Impulse.’’ I
ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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[From the Washington Post]
FOREIGN POLICY BY IMPULSE

(By Jim Hoagland)
The U.S. Senate is moving in haste toward

a climactic vote on NATO expansion, a for-
eign policy initiative that defines the Clin-
ton administration’s approach to the world
as one of strategic promiscuity and impulse.
The Senate should not join in that approach.

Foreign policy is the grand abstraction of
American presidents. They strive to bargain
big, or not at all, on the world stage. They
feel more free there than they do at home to
dream, to emote, to rise or fall on principled
positions, or to stab others in the back at a
time of their choosing.

More able to ignore the niggling daily bar-
gains that blur and bend their domestic poli-
cies, presidents treat foreign policy as the
realm in which they express their essence
and personality most directly.

Think in a word, or two, of our recent
presidents and U.S. foreign policy in their
day: Johnson’s word would be overreaching.
Nixon, paranoid. Carter, delusionally trust-
ing. Reagan, sunnily simplistic. Bush, pru-
dent technician.

NATO expansion is the Clintonites’ most
vaunted contribution to diplomacy, and they
characteristically assert they can have it all,
when they want, without paying any price.
Do it, the president told the Senate leader-
ship Monday in a letter asking for an imme-
diate vote. Others will later clean up messy
strategic details such as the mission an ex-
panded NATO will have and who else may
join.

Sound familiar? Yes, in part because all
administrations advance this argument:
Trust us. This will turn out all right. Rus-
sians will learn that NATO expansion is good
for them. The French will not be able to use
expansion to dilute U.S. influence over Eu-
rope, try as they may. This will cost Amer-
ican taxpayers only a penny or two a day.
And so on, on a number of debatable points
that I think will work out quite differently
than the administration claims.

But there is also a familiarity of style here
distinctive to this president and those clos-
est to him. And why not? The all-embracing,
frantic, gargantuan life-style that has al-
lowed those other affairs of state—the
Lewinsky, Willey, Jones allegations—to be-
come the talk of the world (justifiably or
otherwise) also surfaces in major policy mat-
ters. The Senate vote on NATO is not occur-
ring in a vacuum.

Life is not neatly compartmentalized. The
paranoia and conspiracy that enveloped the
Nixon White House manifested itself in the
bombing of Hanoi and the overthrow of Chil-
ean President Salvador Allende as well as in
Watergate. The Great Society and Vietnam
were not conflicting impulses for Lyndon
Johnson, as is often assumed, but different
sides of the same overreaching coin. The
lack of perspective and deliberation apparent
in the handling of NATO expansion is appar-
ent elsewhere in the Clinton White House.

On the issue at hand, the White House is
urging the Senate to amend the NATO char-
ter to admit the Czech Republic, Hungary
and Poland. Majority Leader Trent Lott re-
sponded to Clinton’s letter by saying he
would schedule a vote in a few days, despite
appeals from 16 senators for more, and more
focused, discussion.

Clinton opposes any more debate, even
though he has not addressed the American
public on this historic step and even though
there is no consensus in the United States or
within the 16-member alliance on the strate-
gic mission of an expanded NATO or on its
future membership.

A new ‘‘strategic concept’’ for NATO will
not be publicly reached until April 1999,

when it is to be unveiled at a 50th anniver-
sary summit in Washington. When Secretary
of State Madeleine Albright recently said in
Brussels that NATO would evolve into ‘‘a
force for peace for the Middle East to Central
Africa,’’ European foreign ministers quickly
signaled opposition to such a radical expan-
sion of the alliances’s geographical area of
responsibility.

And Albright’s deputy, Strobe Talbott,
surprised some European ambassadors to
Washington last week when he gave a ring-
ing endorsement to the possibility of even-
tual Russian membership in NATO, an idea
that divides NATO governments and which
the administration has not highlighted for
the Senate.

‘‘I regard Russia as a peaceful democratic
state that is undergoing one of the most ar-
duous transitions in history,’’ Talbott said
in response to a question asked at a sympo-
sium at the British Embassy. He said Clinton
strongly supported the view that ‘‘no emerg-
ing democracy should be excluded because of
size, geopolitical situation or historical ex-
perience. That goes for very small states,
such as the Baltics, and it goes for the very
largest, that is for Russia.’’ This is a mes-
sage that Clinton has given Boris Yeltsin in
their private meetings, Talbott emphasized.

‘‘This is a classic case of never saying
never,’’ Talbott continued. ‘‘If the day comes
when this happens, it will be a very different
Russia, a very different Europe and a very
different NATO.’’

How different, and in what ways, is worth
discussing before the fact. The Clinton ad-
ministration has not taken seriously its re-
sponsibility to think through the con-
sequences of its NATO initiative and to ex-
plain those consequences to the American
people. The Senate needs an extended de-
bate, not an immediate vote.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I will
refer in my remarks to a Congressional
Budget Office report released March 17,
addressed to the chairman of the For-
eign Relations Committee, regarding
the Congressional Budget Office cost
estimate, a new cost estimate, on
NATO expansion as proposed by the un-
derlying treaty.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this report be printed in the
RECORD at the conclusion of my re-
marks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See Exhibit 1.)
Mr. WARNER. Now, Mr. President, as

we all know, the President has an-
nounced his goal of welcoming these
first three nations into NATO to mark
the alliance’s 50th anniversary, sched-
uled for April 4 of next year. Several
weeks ago, the President submitted to
the Senate the Protocol to the North
Atlantic Treaty on the Accession of
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Repub-
lic. For the United States, under the
‘‘advise and consent clause’’ of our
Constitution, two-thirds of this body
must give their concurrence to the
President’s request. Likewise, the new
admissions must be agreed to by the
other 15 nations in NATO. Presently,
Canada, Denmark and Norway have, in
their respective Parliaments, ratified
these Protocols.

If the Senate agrees, this would be
the first of perhaps many expansion
rounds to include the nations of Cen-
tral Europe and some of the nations of

the former Soviet Union. Twelve na-
tions have publicly expressed a desire
to join the current 16 that comprise
NATO.

As I said yesterday—and I don’t de-
sire to be dramatic—I do believe this
replaces, symbolically, the Iron Cur-
tain that was established in the late
forties, which faced west, with now an
iron ring of nations that face east to
Russia. That causes this Senator a
great deal of concern. I have previously
expressed my concerns here. I did so
again today in the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee, and I was joined in my
observations on the floor yesterday by
my colleague, the senior Senator from
New York, who pointed out that such
an iron ring, extending from the Bal-
tics down to the Black Sea, would, in
effect, take a present part of Russia
and place it behind that iron ring. I
refer my colleagues to the remarks of
the senior Senator from New York of
yesterday.

In evaluating this issue of NATO ex-
pansion, I start from the basic premise
that NATO is, first and foremost, a
military alliance. It is not a political
club, it is not an economic club; it is a
military alliance to which members
have in the past—I repeat, in the past—
been invited because they were able to
make a positive contribution to the
overall security of Europe and to the
goals of NATO as laid down by the
founding fathers some nearly 50 years
ago.

Nations should be invited into NATO
only if there is a compelling military
need for additional members, and only
if those additional members will make
a positive military contribution to the
alliance. That case, in my opinion, has
yet to be made persuasively with re-
gard to Poland, Hungary, or the Czech
Republic. NATO has been, is, and will
remain, with its present membership,
the most valuable security alliance in
the history of the United States, if not
the history of the world. It has ful-
filled, it is continuing to fulfill, and
will fulfill the vital role of spearhead-
ing U.S. leadership on the European
continent.

Twice in this century American
troops, in World War I and World War
II, have been called to leave our shores
and go to Europe to bring about the
cessation of hostilities and to instill
stability. That is NATO’s principal rea-
son for being, for which we now have
that military presence in Europe
today. It justifies an American voice
on the continent, which history dic-
tates is essential to maintain stability.
My concern is, that U.S. military pres-
ence could be jeopardized by the acces-
sion of these three nations at this
time. My reason for expressing this
concern goes back in the history of this
Chamber, when the distinguished ma-
jority leader at one time, Senator
Mansfield, beginning I think in about
1966, came to the floor repeatedly over
a period of 7 over 8 years urging col-
leagues to bring down the number of
U.S. troops in Europe. And, indeed, in
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that period we saw the beginning of a
force reduction, where today there is
the phasedown from 300,000 to 100,000.

Harry Truman, distinguished Presi-
dent of the United States—and, in my
judgment, one of the greatest in the
history of this country—cited NATO
and the Marshall Plan as the two
greatest achievements of his Presi-
dency. NATO has unquestionably sur-
passed all of the expectations that
President Truman had, and those asso-
ciated with him, in founding this his-
toric alliance.

There is an old axiom: ‘‘If something
has worked well, is working well, what
is the compelling reason to try and fix
it?’’ The burden of proof, in my judg-
ment, is on those who now want to
change this great alliance.

American leadership has been, is, and
always will be essential to Europe. His-
tory has proven that principle beyond
any reasonable doubt. Now a heavy
burden falls on those who support ex-
pansion—indeed, the Commander in
Chief of our Nation, the President—to
carry that burden through and to place
before the American people a convinc-
ing argument that this alliance must
be substantially changed by the admis-
sion of three new nations. And I pre-
dict, without any hesitation, the begin-
ning of accessions periodically of other
nations, perhaps to the point where 12
would join with the current 16.

It is for that reason that I have filed
with the Senate an amendment to re-
quire a moratorium of 3 years on fu-
ture accessions, should it be the judg-
ment of this body by a vote of two-
thirds of the Senators to accede these
three nations under this treaty. If this
first round is approved, then I want in
the resolution of ratification accom-
panying this protocol a limitation on
this Nation not to involve itself in the
accession of further nations for a pe-
riod of 3 years. I do that because we
don’t know what the costs are of this
first round. I will allude specifically to
that momentarily. We don’t know how
quickly these three new nations can
bring themselves up in terms of mili-
tary interoperability with NATO forces
today, in terms of other military
standards, and how long it will take
them to be a positive, full partner with
NATO and not be what I would regard
as a user of NATO security in that pe-
riod of time until they can bring them-
selves up militarily to NATO stand-
ards.

And, most importantly, given the
significance of this treaty, why should
we not let an important decision,
should that be the result of two-thirds
of our Members, for accession of these
three nations—why should we not pa-
tiently wait 3 years so that the next
President of the United States, who-
ever that may be, can have a voice to
express his or her view that the vital
security interests of this country dic-
tate further accessions, or that the
pause should continue for a period of
time? I think we owe no less to our
next President, who will be faced with

a substantially different set of condi-
tions, particularly, in my judgment, as
it relates to Russia.

I have great doubts that this burden
of proof can be met in such a way as to
prove that NATO expansion now is
‘‘vital’’ to America’s national security
interests, present or future. For nearly
50 years, the NATO alliance unques-
tionably has been vital to our security
interests. To me, ‘‘vital’’ means that
we will put—I want to speak very slow-
ly and clearly—that we will put at risk
life and limb of the young men and
women who proudly wear the uniforms
of the United States Armed Forces, our
troops, as they are called upon to pro-
tect any member nation of NATO. We
make that commitment today to the
other 15. Now, if adopted, this treaty
pushes the boundary of NATO another
400 miles towards Russia, taking on
hundreds and hundreds of square miles
of new territory. That is what we must
focus on—our young men and women
who wear the uniforms and who will be
deployed for our contribution to the
NATO force.

Up front, this administration must
explain to Americans that any country
joining NATO will be extended protec-
tion of article V of the NATO treaty.
That article V states: ‘‘An armed at-
tack against one or more of them in
Europe or North America shall be con-
sidered an attack against them all’’—
which means we put at risk our people
who are sent as a part of the overall
NATO force, along with their com-
rades, soldiers and sailors and airmen
of the other nations.

This is the most solemn commitment
our Nation can make, particularly as
NATO is in a transition phase now, per-
forming a vital mission in Bosnia, a
mission that was never envisioned
under the original charter with clarity.
I think the charter conceivably can be
interpreted, as it has been, to embrace
this type of mission. What about the
next mission, and the next mission,
and the next mission? What about bor-
der disputes between the two nations,
three nations, and their neighboring
countries? What about ethnic strife?
What about religious strife?

All of these problems are now mani-
festing themselves throughout this
area as these nations struggle to ac-
cede to democracy in the former War-
saw Pact and other places in the world,
and it is a NATO force that is looked
to, to come to the rescue. Bosnia is a
case in point.

It is incumbent on the administra-
tion next year and the year after to
face up to the request of some nine
other nations at the moment who ex-
press a desire to join. If Congress is to
concur now, it will have to justify to
the American people, first, the exten-
sion of article V to these three nations,
followed by perhaps as many as nine
nations in the years to come.

Let’s step back. In the 19 years that
I have been privileged to serve in this
Institution, I have participated in all
of the debates regarding the deploy-

ment of our troops. But I will bring one
to mind, and that is Somalia.

I was strongly in favor of President
Bush deploying our forces in the cause,
not so much because of the vital secu-
rity interests of the United States, but
for our troops to allow the measure of
protection needed to distribute food
and medicine and other benefits to a
starving people, people who are de-
prived of food as a consequence of a se-
ries of droughts and civil strife in that
country.

Senator LEVIN and I wrote a very de-
tailed report on behalf of the Armed
Services Committee, which traces the
entire history of that operation from
the first day that the troops landed
under President Bush as Commander in
Chief to the troops withdrawing under
President Clinton. And that mission
went through a series of trans-
formations, transformations that were
not carefully observed by the Senate
or, indeed, the Congress.

There came a time when our mission
involved what we would call ‘‘nation
building,’’ and our troops were de-
ployed in a combat role to try and
achieve the goal of nation building.
And we all know the tragedy that en-
sued when one of those missions re-
sulted in the death of 17 or 18 and the
wounding seriously of 70-plus other
brave soldiers. We recall very well the
absolute tragic abuse of the body of
one of those brave Americans. This
country rebelled. This Chamber rose up
in contempt of what we saw before us,
and the call was to bring them home—
bring them home right now. And I felt
that the decision having been made by
one President followed up by a second
President to deploy those troops, the
decision as to when to bring them
home should be made pursuant to the
Constitution of the United States by
the Commander in Chief, the President.
I was among those Senators who said
let the President make the decision
rather than the Congress as to when to
bring them home. But the Congress re-
flected the sentiment across America.

I point this out to illustrate what I
call the limited staying power of this
country today. It is far different from
what we saw in World War II, far dif-
ferent from Korea. But we saw the
manifestations beginning in Vietnam—
the limitation on the staying power to
continue to accept casualties and
losses by this country unless it is
manifestly clear that those losses, be it
their death or injury, are clearly iden-
tified with the vital security interests
of the United States of America. I fore-
warn that with this expansion, our
troops committed to NATO someday
could be involved in missions which, in
my judgment, would be very, very hard
to justify as being in the vital security
interests of this country, and at that
point in time our Nation might focus
on the continued contributions, be it
financial or manpower, to NATO. And
underlying that is the question of the
possibility of once again America’s
presence in Europe, through its NATO



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S2273March 19, 1998
association, being challenged by the
American public.

I see the Senator from Delaware. I
will be happy to take a question at any
time.

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New York.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, ear-

lier my friend and colleague, the Sen-
ator from West Virginia, described the
ring we were putting into Europe. I ob-
serve that within that ring there would
be a portion of the Russian nation.
Here is the map.

Mr. WARNER. From the Baltics
down to the Black Sea, which face east.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. This is Kaliningrad
right here, cut off from Russia by Lith-
uania, Belarus, and Latvia.

I would like to make a point that the
Russians have already asked for pas-
sage through Latvia and have not re-
ceived it.

One point about the proposal of the
Senator from Virginia to have a pause
before further expansion. Last Decem-
ber, the Woodrow Wilson National Cen-
ter for Scholars had a conference on
NATO enlargement, and there was just
this one passage that struck me by a
Finnish scholar Tiiu Pohl. She said,
‘‘In 1994, the Friedrich Ebert Stiftung
of Germany organized a study of the
Russian military elite to find out
whom they considered to be enemies of
the state. The results of the research
showed that Latvia was named most
frequently, by 49 percent of the re-
spondents. Latvia was followed by Af-
ghanistan, Lithuania, and Estonia.
After Estonia came the United States.’’

Sir, we are walking into historical
ethnic and religious enmities. Catho-
lics here, Orthodox here, and Lutheran
here. We have no idea what we are get-
ting into.

I thank the Senator.
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank

my scholarly friend, the senior Senator
from New York for his valuable con-
tribution. I think the Senator’s point,
if I might rephrase it, is those poten-
tial disputes grounded in ancient civili-
zations and ancient religions can and
do burst open today and result in con-
flict into which the Armed Forces can
be dragged. What better example than
Bosnia.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Under Article 5 of
the North Atlantic Treaty, we would
march our troops right up the Volga.

Mr. WARNER. I thank my friend.
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I find this

absolutely astounding. Are my friends
suggesting that the Russians were jus-
tified in marching into Latvia, Esto-
nia, and Lithuania and annexing them
in the name of preventing a ring from
surrounding them? What in Lord’s
name are we talking about? No. 1.

No. 2. I have the map, and I am look-
ing at the map. I am trying to figure
where the ring is. But let’s assume it is
a ring. It seems to me, if it is a ring, it
is a ring of freedom, a ring of freedom
that tolls out and says anybody who
wants to have it put on their finger can
join and work it out, including Russia.

And Kaliningrad is a port, but if you
look at the Kola Peninsula at the top
of that map, which is considerably
more armed, including with nukes,
than Kaliningrad is, it happens to have
shared for the last 40 years a border
with a NATO country called Norway,
about the same length of mileage.

Now, look, this is a bit of a red her-
ring, as we used to say when you prac-
ticed law or in law school. What is this
ring? We are not talking about Latvia,
Lithuania, and Estonia or Belarus or
Ukraine or Romania now. That is not
part of the debate today.

Now, if my friends are saying anyone
who votes for expanding NATO to in-
clude Poland, the Czech Republic, and
Hungary are tying this noose around
the Russian neck, this iron ring, well,
then, I don’t quite get it. But if they
are saying that if you vote for these
three you must be saying you are going
to vote for all 12 or 15 or whatever,
well, then, that is not how it works.
That is a fight for another day.

But I find this notion that
Kaliningrad, which was awarded, if you
will, to Russia after World War II, that
subsequent to that the Russians were
justified—they didn’t say this; I am
saying this—that the Russians were
justified to assure that they could have
access to this piece which was sepa-
rated from their otherwise—we call
them the contiguous 48—separated
from their historic border, that they
were justified in taking the freedom of
the Lithuanians so they could have ac-
cess, the Lithuanians are somehow out
of line because they will, based on
some notion of, apparently, religion or
some just international pique of some
kind, not allow Russian troops to
march through their country and that
makes them bad guys—the same troops
that subjugated them for the last four
decades. I don’t find that a religious
concern. I do not understand how that
somehow makes the Lithuanians a lit-
tle bit shaky. These are the people who
for 40 years subjugated them, took
away their national identity. And now
just 7 or 8 short years after the wall is
down they are somehow the bad guys
because they will not allow Russian di-
visions to march from Kaliningrad to
Moscow. Oh, my goodness.

And the other argument I am finding
fascinating, the solemn commitment—
it is a solemn commitment—we make
if, in fact, we find ourselves saying
that another member can join, we
make a solemn commitment to them
just as we did Germany, and the com-
parison is made between Poland and
Somalia. We had no staying power in
Vietnam and Somalia. I would respect-
fully submit that Vietnam and Somalia
are not Central Europe; they are not
Poland; they are not Hungary.

Implicit in the statement is if, in
fact, tomorrow or the next day or the
next year or the next decade someone
invaded Poland again, we would, like
the French, stand there with our
thumbs in our ears and not respond,
then I say we really have lost the

meaning of what it means to be an
American. That is what Europe did.
They refused to make a solemn com-
mitment to Poland. Then when they
did make it, they broke it.

What I find an incredible leap here is,
what commitment are we making in
NATO that I hope every Senator on
this floor would not make absent Po-
land being part of NATO? Is someone
suggesting to me tomorrow—and this
is not a possibility realistically, but if
Russia decided to put 40 divisions back
in Poland and the Senator from Or-
egon, presiding, stood up and said, ‘‘We
should respond,’’ what do you think
would happen on this floor? Well, I
hope to God what would happen on this
floor would not be what happened in
the British Parliament, what happened
in the French legislature, what hap-
pened in the other capitals of Europe. I
hope we would not say, ‘‘Oh, my good-
ness, no; maybe they have a historic
right. Oh, my goodness, let’s think
about it. We will be making a commit-
ment that is awful. Oh, my goodness,
this is a dilemma.’’

What is the dilemma? What is the di-
lemma? Or Hungary. By the way, I hap-
pened to notice on the map, I don’t
know that anybody is talking about
Ukraine, including Ukraine. I don’t
know that anybody is talking about
Belarus, including Belarus. I don’t
know that anybody is talking about
Slovakia, including Slovakia as being
members of NATO now or in the near
term. It seems to me they somehow sit
between that iron ring and that noble
emerging democracy of Russia.

Look, I guess the thing that sort of
got my goat a little bit here is that
Americans do not have staying power.
What they are really talking about is
the Senator’s generation and mine, Mr.
President, that we do not have staying
power. I will tell you about the staying
power. The staying power of my
friend’s generation was real, but it was
enviable because they didn’t have to
doubt whether or not what they were
doing was saving the world. They
didn’t have to doubt whether or not
what they were doing was, in fact, lit-
erally preserving the freedom of their
wives and children back home in the
old U.S.A. They didn’t have to doubt
that they were out there fighting one
of the most miserable SOBs in the his-
tory of mankind.

But my generation went full of doubt
and still went—and still went—never
once having the solace of knowing the
malarkey we were being fed about
Vietnam approached the truth of what
their generation was fed about Nazi
Germany and fascism in Europe. But
they went. I don’t doubt the staying
power of the American people. I doubt
the wisdom of our leadership in the
places we have asked them to stay. But
if this implies that if there were—and
there is no realistic prospect of this—
but if there were an invasion of Poland
or Hungary or the Czech Republic, not
a border dispute, an invasion, that we
would not respond, that we would have



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES2274 March 19, 1998
to think about it, that there is any
substantive difference today——

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I
might——

Mr. BIDEN. Between the invasion of
Warsaw and the invasion of a former
East German city, Dresden, what is the
substantive difference?

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I would
like to reply to the Senator.

Mr. BIDEN. I will yield in just 2 sec-
onds.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, it hap-
pens to be my floor.

Mr. BIDEN. I yield then. I am sorry.
I thought the Senator yielded.

Mr. WARNER. Go ahead.
Mr. BIDEN. It just confuses me.
Mr. WARNER. Go ahead and finish

up.
Mr. BIDEN. I am finished. It seems to

me this iron ring is no ring at all, the
notion that Kaliningrad is somehow
going to be isolated relating to expan-
sion. It is already isolated because of
the place called Lithuania. The only
answer to the lack of isolation is Lith-
uania limiting their sovereignty. That
is the only answer. There is none other.
Nobody can get from Kaliningrad to
Russia through Poland. They are not
trying to get there that way. This is
about Lithuania when you talk about
Kaliningrad. And the commitment
being made to Poland and the Czech
Republic and to Hungary, I hope we
would make whether or not there was a
NATO to which they would join.

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia.
Mr. WARNER. I say in a very calm

way, I listened carefully to my col-
league. I take to heart what he has
said. And I think it is very important.
I don’t question his generation in Viet-
nam. It was my privilege to be in the
Pentagon at that point in time with
the Department of the Navy. I went out
across the country, spoke at the cam-
puses, watched the extreme objection
by his generation and, in hindsight,
there was a lot of merit to that objec-
tion.

I remember very well Secretary of
Defense Melvin Laird, under whom I
served as Secretary of the Navy, say-
ing, we have to figure out how to with-
draw the United States from Vietnam.
That is history. But in World War II,
during which I served a modest period
at the very end, and my colleague from
New York, a somewhat longer period,
our generation marched off under the
old refrain, ‘‘Ours is not to reason why,
ours is but to do or die.’’ We simply
went, never questioned it. And as the
Senator from Delaware said, there was
greater clarity as to the enemy, the
cause, and we had absolutely magnifi-
cent support on the home front.

When I returned from Korea, then
serving in the Marines for a short pe-
riod of time, there was a marked dif-
ference between the attitude in Amer-
ica for the returning veterans of Korea
and the veterans of World War II. And
then during the Vietnam war we all

know full well the turmoil on the home
front and the difficulty with which the
brave young men and women who
fought in that battle wearing the uni-
form of the United States had to cope
with not only in battle in Nam but re-
grettably a battle of a different form at
home.

But I say to my friend, staying power
in this Senator’s mind is an important
point, and that is why I brought it up
because we no longer have the attitude:
ours is not to reason why, ours is but
to do or die. Every person in uniform
reasons today. I don’t suggest they
question the orders, but they reason.
The people at home reason. They want
to know with clarity as to what the
mission is, and whether or not it is in
our vital security interests.

I remind my good friend of the debate
that took place on this floor before the
Persian Gulf war. It was my privilege
to have written the resolution author-
izing the use of force in 1991, after
President Bush had put in place, in the
gulf, 500,000 American troops, had
formed a coalition of 30-plus nations,
and we were ready to do battle with
Saddam Hussein, who had invaded Ku-
wait and perpetrated acts of criminal
warfare that we had not seen for some
period of time.

Kuwait was aflame, the streets lit-
tered with the debris of war. In this
Chamber we had an excellent debate as
to whether or not we would allow the
President of the United States to use
force by the men and women already in
place to repel that invasion. It went on
for 21⁄2 days. And by a mere five votes,
only a five-vote margin, did this Cham-
ber agree with that resolution. How
well I remember that event.

Mr. BIDEN. Will the Senator yield
for a short question?

Mr. WARNER. Yes.
Mr. BIDEN. As calmly as I can say it,

I guess the point I am trying to make
is, it seems to me we should compare
apples and apples and oranges and or-
anges. Does the Senator believe there
is any more or less support on the part
of the American people to defend Dres-
den than there is Warsaw? To defend
Budapest than there is Florence? To
defend any one of the countries that we
are talking about, their cities, than
any other European city? It seems to
me that is the question. If we would
not go, if we cannot get American stay-
ing power to defend Poland, then I re-
spectfully suggest we cannot get Amer-
ican staying power to defend Germany.

I would think, in America, if you ask
for a show of hands, so to speak, on a
question of whether we should defend
anybody—but the reasonable compari-
son was these NATO nations that are
seeking admission versus NATO na-
tions that are already in. To compare
this to Iraq, with all due respect, is
comparing very different things.

By the way, five votes were a close
call. But in my father’s generation it
was one vote that allowed the draft.
The British had already been pushed
into the English Channel, all of Europe

had already been conquered, Jews were
already being slaughtered, and there
were not a lot of people walking off
this floor, or any other floor in this
generation or any other generation,
raising their hands to join. It was only
after Pearl Harbor. I don’t say that
critically; I say that as an observation,
a statement of history, historical fact.

So, this notion that the staying
power in Somalia or even in the gulf
should be equated to the staying power
that would or would not exist in Po-
land, the Czech Republic or Hungary, I
think is comparing two different
things. I think the most appropriate
comparison would be—and you may be
right, Senator, that there is no staying
power—but the staying power we would
have to defend Germany, the staying
power that we would have to defend
Turkey, I will lay you out 8 to 5, you
take the bet, if you took a poll in the
United States of America and said you
must send your son or daughter to de-
fend one of the two following countries,
Poland or Turkey, I will bet my col-
league a year’s salary they will say
‘‘Poland.’’

I will bet you a year’s salary, and
that is all I have. I have no stocks,
bonds, debentures, outside income. I
will bet you my whole year’s salary.
You know I am right. As Barry Gold-
water would say, ‘‘you know in your
heart I’m right.’’

So, if there is no staying power for
Poland there sure in heck is none for
Turkey.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I
brought this up because this Senator
feels differently. I think the American
people in their heart of hearts want to
go to the defense of human beings
wherever they are in trouble in the
world, irrespective of race, color or
creed. But they must apply a standard
because it is their sons and daughters
who go, and that standard should al-
ways be: Is that deployment and risk of
life in the vital security interests of
our Nation and/or our allies? The
NATO treaty, as it has been drafted
and utilized these nearly 50 years, has
had clarity on that point. We have now
gotten involved in an internal conflict
in Bosnia, and we thank the dear Lord
that we have not experienced in that
ravaged nation the casualties that
could have come about. And the stay-
ing power of the American people, had
we experienced over the past year a
considerable number of casualties—I
am not certain what that staying
power would have been. I really am not
certain. But I want to make it very
clear it is the vital security interests
that should always underlie any de-
ployment.

I brought in Somalia because I was
greatly disturbed by the debate. Some
of my most respected colleagues said,
‘‘Bring them home tomorrow,’’ irre-
spective of the President’s, the Com-
mander in Chief’s prerogatives to de-
cide when to deploy and when to bring
troops back, absent the Congress of the
United States speaking through its
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power of the purse. I think we should
always defend that executive preroga-
tive.

So my concern is just to raise the ar-
ticle 5 commitment clearly, that ‘‘an
attack on one is an attack on all,’’ and
away we go. And now, as we are broad-
ening the basis for NATO military ac-
tions, as we have in Bosnia, to involve-
ment in a clear, historical conflict
rooted in the diversity of religions and
ethnic differences, we have to be ever
so careful, as we add nations into the
NATO alliance.

At the conclusion of this colloquy I
would like to have printed in the
RECORD, jointly with my distinguished
colleague from New York, one of the
most erudite pieces I have ever seen
written on the debate we are now hav-
ing, ‘‘Expanding NATO Would Be the
Most Fateful Error of American Policy
in the Entire Post-Cold-War Era,’’ by
George F. Kennan. I know my distin-
guished colleague has a great deal of
respect for the author of this article.

I have a number of serious concerns
with the policy of NATO expansion
that I would like to address today.
Among these concerns are the impact
of expansion on NATO’s military capa-
bilities; the cost of expansion to the
United States; the role expansion will
play in the economic competition cur-
rently underway in Central Europe;
and the impact of expansion on U.S.-
Russian relations.

Keeping in mind that NATO is fun-
damentally a military alliance, we
must ask this question—Will Poland,
Hungary and the Czech Republic be
able to contribute to the security of
the Alliance, or will they be net con-
sumers of security for the foreseeable
future? In other words, what’s in it for
NATO? Even by its own estimates,
NATO is working with a ten-year time
line for the cost of NATO expansion
which indicates NATO is planning on
at least a decade of modernization ef-
forts before these three nations can
‘‘pull their weight.’’ That’s a long time
to extend a security commitment with
little or no ‘‘payback.’’

We must also keep in mind that once
these three are admitted to NATO—if
indeed that does happen—there would
be 19 nations, not just the current 16,
that must agree before NATO could act
on any issue. As we all know, NATO
acts only by consensus. The more na-
tions that are added, the harder that
consensus will be to achieve. If NATO
expands much further, we are in danger
of turning this fine Alliance into a
‘‘mini-U.N.,’’ where all action is re-
duced to the lowest common denomina-
tor.

What are the monetary costs in-
volved in expansion? Well, at this
point, it’s anyone’s guess. The cost es-
timates on NATO expansion have
ranged from a low of $1.5 billion over 10
years (NATO estimate), to a high of
$125 billion over the same time frame
CBO original estimate. I expect that
the truth lies somewhere in between
these two extremes—only time will

tell. What will be the U.S. share of this
expansion bill? Will our current allies
pay their fair share? As we evaluate
these questions, we must keep in mind
a couple of facts: our European allies
have traditionally spent less on defense
as a percentage of GDP than we have,
and they are all currently in a period
of reducing their defense forces.

Is this a time when it is realistic for
us to assume that our allies will in-
crease their defense spending for the
purpose of expanding the Alliance? The
French have certainly made their posi-
tion clear on this issue. They simply
will not increase their contributions to
NATO for the purpose of expansion. Ac-
cording to French President Jacques
Chirac, ‘‘France does not intend to
raise its contribution to NATO because
of the cost of enlargement. We have
done our own analysis and we con-
cluded that enlargement could be done
at no additional cost, by re-directing
funds and making other savings.’’ This
is not the type of attitude we need
from our allies at a time when we are
contemplating a major new commit-
ment, which will involve substantial
costs.

I am also greatly concerned about
the economic aspects of NATO expan-
sion. In my view, the greatest threat to
the nations of Central Europe today is
the struggle for economic survival.
These nations are all competing for
previous foreign investment as they
struggle to rebuild economies dev-
astated by decades of Communist rule.
If we grant NATO membership to three
of these nations, those three will gain
a tremendous advantage in this fierce
economic competition. They will be
able to advertise that foreign invest-
ment will be safe in their nation—it
will be protected by the NATO security
umbrella. What type of resentment will
this breed between the NATO ‘‘haves’’
and ‘‘have-nots?’’ Will this encourage
conflicts into which NATO will be obli-
gated to intervene on behalf of Poland,
Hungary or the Czech Republic? Again,
only time will tell.

And what of the impact of NATO ex-
pansion on U.S.-Russian relations? We
all know that Russia is not happy with
the expansion policy. They have grudg-
ingly accepted the first round, but will
clearly be strenuously opposed to fu-
ture rounds which move NATO’s border
even farther eastward. While I do not
believe that we should allow Russia to
dictate U.S. policy on issues which we
regard as vital to our national secu-
rity, I also do not believe that we
should unnecessarily antagonize the
only nation with the nuclear capability
to destroy our nation. The Administra-
tion readily admits that there is no
foreseeable military threat to Poland,
Hungary and the Czech Republic. If
that is the case, what is the rush to ex-
pand the Alliance? Wouldn’t it be more
important to the national security in-
terests of the United States to first
deal with the Russians on issues such
as the further reduction of nuclear
weapons and the control of the pro-

liferation of weapons of mass destruc-
tion before we worried about changing
an Alliance which is currently func-
tioning without problems?

To continue as the leading nation in
NATO, we must have the American
people solidly behind our President,
our committed troops. It was not so
long ago—back in the 1960s and 1970s—
that Majority Leader Mike Mansfield
annually sponsored legislation calling
for a reduction in the U.S. military
presence in Europe. Those debates con-
tinued into the 1980s during a peak of
the cold war. I fear we could see a re-
turn of these annual calls to reduce our
commitment to NATO if the American
people become disillusioned with an ex-
panded NATO.

This nation will continue to engage
in a comprehensive debate on this issue
over the years to come, but next week
the Senate will be asked to vote on
NATO membership for Poland, Hun-
gary and the Czech Republic. The
American people must be convinced
that the protection of these new NATO
member nations is worth the sacrifices
of life and economy—in our ‘‘vital’’ se-
curity interest.

If that case is not made, the staying
power of the American people is sure to
wane were a dispute to arise involving
the new NATO nations. And the sup-
port of the American people for NATO
itself, which has been the pillar of U.S.
national security policy in Europe
since the end of World War II, could be
threatened. That would be the greatest
tragedy of all.

I am not willing to take that risk. I
will vote against ratification when the
Senate is asked to cast its vote on the
resolution of ratification.

I am going to momentarily conclude
my remarks. But I want to cover the
important hearing of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee today. We had former
Secretary of Defense Perry; Ms. Susan
Eisenhower, the daughter of Colonel
John Eisenhower, and the grand-
daughter of our distinguished former
President; William Hyland, a man who
has had many, many years of profes-
sional association in foreign policy;
and William Kristol, who is a noted
commentator on very many issues, par-
ticularly security issues.

I want to read part of the testimony
given by Ms. Eisenhower. She recites
an important part of contemporary his-
tory on this issue.

In 1991, a distinguished bi-partisan panel of
26 current and former government officials
offered recommendations for the post-Cold
War security environment in a booklet pub-
lished by the Johns Hopkins Foreign Policy
Institute/SAIS. Titled, ‘‘The United States &
NATO in an Undivided Europe,’’ the report
outlined the remarkable series of changes
that had recently taken place and focused on
NATO’s future role in assuring that ‘‘Europe
is truly ’whole and free.’ ’’ The NATO alli-
ance would require reform and downsizing to
‘‘a small, but militarily meaningful num-
ber,’’ they said, along with the capability for
a future ‘‘redeployment of U.S. combat
troops in the event of crisis.’’ But they as-
serted, ‘‘The Alliance should reject proposals
to expand its membership by including east
European nations.’’
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That is rather interesting. There is

another paragraph.
Obviously such an extension of the Alli-

ance’s area of responsibility would be per-
ceived by the Soviets as threatening and as
a repudiation of Mikhail Gorbachev’s aim to
build a ‘‘common European home,’’ the jus-
tification for his voluntary relinquishment
of the USSR’s previous hold on Eastern Eu-
rope.

Then I skip to a final paragraph:
‘‘Among the twenty-six signatories

were Senators Sam Nunn and Bill
Bradley, as well as Generals Andrew
Goodpastor and William Y. Smith. But
the document was also signed by our
current Secretary of Defense, William
Cohen, along with Zbigniew Brzezinski,
Peter Rodman,’’—who spoke before a
group here in the Senate yesterday and
with whom I debated before the Coun-
cil on Foreign Relations in New York
City on Monday—‘‘Helmut Sonnenfeldt
and Norm Augustine, all of whom have
since done an about-face and are out-
spoken advocates in favor of expanding
the alliance.’’

It is very interesting. In the course of
this debate, I and others will point out
where not more than 8 or 9 years ago
there was serious opposition in many
circles of Government to the very
thing that we are espousing in this
treaty.

I conclude by referring to an article
in the New York Times, which I will
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the RECORD of today’s colloquy. Oc-
tober 21, 1997, the article was jointly
written by Warren Christopher, former
Secretary of State, and William J.
Perry, former Secretary of Defense,
who testified before us today. I will
read a paragraph attributed to both.

And what should the alliance do about
other countries seeking admission? It should
remain open to membership to all states of
the Partnership for Peace, subject to their
ability to meet the stringent requirements
for admission. But no additional members
should be designated for admission until the
three countries now in the NATO queue are
fully prepared to bear the responsibilities of
membership and have been fully integrated
into the alliance military and political
structures.

Mr. President, Dr. Perry today im-
plied that would take years. The NATO
cost report itself indicated that would
take years. That is the very reason
that my distinguished colleague from
New York and I have put in our amend-
ment, as an insurance, should this body
go forward with this treaty and the
three accessions, that there be a period
of 3 years within which the United
States of America can examine the
cost, examine the ability of new na-
tions to measure up to NATO standards
and make a positive contribution to
the objectives of NATO. And I add, of
course, I think the next President is
entitled to the strongest of voices on
the issue of further accessions.

Mr. President, I now ask unanimous
consent the material to which I re-
ferred be printed in the RECORD, and I
yield the floor.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From Newsday]

EXPANDING NATO WOULD BE THE MOST FATE-
FUL ERROR OF AMERICAN POLICY IN THE EN-
TIRE POST-COLD-WAR ERA

(By George F. Kennan)

The U.S. Senate seems poised to make that
error.

In the next few weeks it is expected to ap-
prove an amendment to the NATO treaty
that would add Poland, Hungary, and the
Czech Republic to the defense alliance. It is
potentially a mistake of historic propor-
tions.

Despite the warning of Ambassador George
Kennan, one of the most respected foreign-
policy thinkers of the century; despite the
reality that there has been little substantive
debate; despite the admission by many sen-
ators that the more they learn about the
consequences of enlarging NATO, the more
doubtful they become about its merits; de-
spite the widespread distrust of the adminis-
tration’s estimate of what enlargement
would actually cost American taxpayers; de-
spite the lack of compelling national inter-
est, the Senate seems ready to plow ahead.

Why? Part of the answer is that in this
post-Cold War period, foreign policy has be-
come a second-level, even a third-level inter-
est, in Washington. Nobody has been paying
that much attention. It is inconceivable that
such a war-and-peace issue would have re-
ceived so little attention during the Cold
War. But now many senators admit they are
just beginning to focus on this question. New
York’s Alfonse D’Amato said last week that
the more he has learned about the issue the
more troubled he is about it. He no longer
sees it as an open-and-shut case.

But there are many other reasons for the
Senate’s dogged march toward approval. One
is politics. There are organized ethnic inter-
est groups lobbying for NATO enlargement,
while those who oppose it cannot exert a
counterbalancing political force. Another is
that the Clinton administration, led by Sec-
retary of State Madeleine Albright, has com-
mitted the nation’s prestige to enlarging
NATO and many senator fear—falsely in our
opinion—that it is too late to turn back now.
Documents have been signed, promises have
been made. But the U.S. Constitution re-
quires that the Senate approve treaties by a
two-thirds vote. More damaging than turn-
ing back now would be to move ahead arro-
gantly and blindly.

Still another factor is a belief by some
that the only way to maintain the U.S. mili-
tary presence in Europe and bring stability
to Eastern Europe’s new democracies is to
expand NATO’s security blanket there. They
believe the vacuum created by the fall of the
Soviet Union must be filled by the West. And
finally, another reason is the visceral anti-
Russian feeling that still exists in this coun-
try, post-Cold War, * * * Soviet Union. The
attitude is that the Russians can’t be trusted
and this will make it clear that the Iron Cur-
tain will never again be drawn across East-
ern Europe.

THESE QUESTIONS MUST BE FACED

But while some of that thinking is expli-
cable, it doesn’t stand up to the tough ques-
tions that must be asked about NATO expan-
sion:

For instance, if the purpose of post-Cold-
War foreign policy is to bring the former So-
viet bloc nations into a united Europe, why
do it through a military alliance instead of a
political-economic alliance designed for the
future of Europe, namely the European
Union? NATO, by its very nature if threaten-
ing to Russia.

For instance, if NATO expands to include
these three countries, what is the next step?
Romania and Slovenia? Lithuania, Latvia

and Estonia? Ukraine? Where to draw the
line? And what effect will moving NATO’s
boundaries next to Russia have on Russia’s
foreign policy and its attitude toward the
West?

For instance, is it really a wise policy to
humiliate Russia, especially when doing so
provides no clear gain for U.S. policy. The
United States and its allies promised that
NATO’s borders would not be moved east-
ward when Moscow agreed to the peaceful
unification of Germany. How can this action,
then, be justified? Is it right to say the
promise need not hold because the USSR no
longer exists and the West won the Cold
War? Russia simply isn’t in a position to
stop the West from strutting.

For instance, to what extent has the threat
of NATO expansion already contributed to a
deterioration of relations with Russia? In
dealings with Iraq? In the Balkans? On the
critical issue of eliminating Russia’s weap-
ons of mass destruction—nuclear, chemical
and biological? One of Russia’s top security
experts, Alexei Arbatov, who has cham-
pioned cooperation with the West, recently
wrote that, in Russia, NATO expansion is
seen as a defeat for the policy of broad co-
operation with the West. He said: ‘‘NATO ex-
pansion will plant a permanent seed of mis-
trust between the United States and Russia.
It will worsen existing differences on every-
thing from nuclear arms control to policies
in Iraq and Iran. It will push Moscow into al-
liances with China, India and rogue regimes.
And it will move America toward unilateral
actions, disregarding the interests and posi-
tions of other states.’’

For instance, what happens if NATO takes
in just the three nations and then stops ex-
panding, as some senators have suggested.
Won’t that result in a new division of Eu-
rope? Wouldn’t it be a tacit signal that those
not part of NATO are within a Russian
sphere of influence? To counter that, will
NATO be compelled to continue expanding
east, right up to Russia’s borders? Would
that move set Washington on a collision
course with the European members of NATO
who strongly oppose further expansion? If it
is important to bring Poland, Hungary and
the Czech Republic into NATO now, why
can’t the same argument be made of Lithua-
nia, Latvia and Estonia? They, after all, bor-
der Russia.

For instance, do the American people real-
ly understand that this is a treaty commit-
ment to defend these nations of Eastern Eu-
rope as if an attack on any one of them is an
attack on the mainland of the United
States? And if the country is not absolutely
serious about such an obligation, as some
fear, what does that do to the credibility of
NATO and the United States?

For instance, what will expansion cost? the
administration recently estimated the total
cost would be $1.5 billion. But only last year
the estimate was $27 billion to $35 billion.
Has the Senate asked how the administra-
tion came to shrink its estimate 96 percent,
especially in light of the Congressional
Budget Office’s estimate of $125 billion? the
Europeans have already indicated they will
not share in the cost of expanding NATO.
And does it make any sense for the emerging
economies of the Eastern European states to
increase defense spending? Isn’t that the last
thing their economies need?

And, most important of all, if everybody
agrees the goal is the long-term independ-
ence, freedom and stability of the former So-
viet bloc nations, isn’t the most important
historical variable the success or failure of
democracy in Russia? Indeed, isn’t that the
single most important foreign-policy ques-
tion for the United States and its allies in
the coming years? And, if that is so, why
take any steps now that would undercut the
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position of the pro-democracy forces in Rus-
sia and play into the hands of the
ultranationalists and xenophobes? Russia, by
almost all estimates, is in such bad military
shape now that it could not threaten its
neighbors for seven to 10 years. If things go
badly, there will be time to take steps to
protect Eastern Europe. But what is the
rush? Albright reassures us that the Rus-
sians don’t really mind. Does anybody really
believe that is the case?

ONE ANSWER: WAIT UNTIL THEY JOIN THE EU

If voting against NATO enlargement is too
heavy a political lift, New York’s senior sen-
ator, Daniel Patrick Moynihan, has offered
an amendment that would delay NATO ex-
pansion until these nations first are voted in
as members of the European Union. That is
a commonsense proposal, first suggested by a
bipartisan group of foreign-policy experts in-
cluding former Sens. Sam Nunn and Howard
Baker and retired Gen. Brent Scowcroft, the
national security advisor to both Presidents
Gerald Ford and George Bush. Moynihan cor-
rectly asks what is the need to rush into
such an important and consequential deci-
sion.

The answer to Moynihan’s question is sim-
ple: There is no reason to rush into expand-
ing NATO. The U.S. Senate shouldn’t be act-
ing until it has a much better grasp of how
all those questions can be answered.

[From the New York Times, Oct. 21, 1997]

NATO’S TRUE MISSION

(By Warren Christopher and William J.
Perry)

Fifty years ago Secretary of State George
Marshall called upon the people of the
United States to contribute to the building
of a new Europe ‘‘united in freedom, peace,
and prosperity.’’ Succeeding generations of
Americans rallied in support of Marshall’s
vision, electing leaders who were committed
to fostering and maintaining the strongest
possible ties between America and Europe’s
democracies, both old and new.

The most important expression of this
commitment has been the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization. And, we believe, NATO
still has that central responsibility even
though the political and military cir-
cumstances that prevail in Europe have
changed.

It is true that the alliance has achieved its
original military mission, having deterred
attack from the Warsaw Pact. But that was
never its only role. It was given that task in
the context of General Marshall’s much larg-
er vision—of a democratic Europe committed
to working together instead of against itself,
with the unflagging involvement of the
United States as the ultimate guarantor of
that spirit of cooperation.

The United States must continue to play
this role as democratic Europe itself en-
larges, and this is why a Senate vote against
enlargement of NATO would be a major mis-
take.

But it is also time to move beyond the en-
largement debate. Adding new members is
not the only, or even the most important,
debate over the alliance’s future. A much
larger issue looms: What is the alliance’s
purpose?

The alliance needs to adapt its military
strategy to today’s reality: the danger to the
security of its members is not primarily po-
tential aggression to their collective terri-
tory, but threats to their collective interests
beyond their territory. Shifting the alli-
ance’s emphasis from defense of members’
territory to defense of common interests is
the strategic imperative.

These threats include the proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction, disruption of

the flow of oil, terrorism, genocidal violence
and wars of aggression in other regions that
threaten to create great disruption.

To deal with such threats, alliance mem-
bers need to have a way to rapidly form mili-
tary coalitions that can accomplish goals be-
yond NATO territory. This concept is not
new. Such a ‘‘coalition of the willing’’ made
up the Implementation Force in Bosnia
under alliance command and control, and an-
other made up the war-fighting force in
Desert Storm, which drew heavily on alli-
ance training and procedures.

Such coalitions will include some—but not
necessarily all—NATO members, and will
generally include non-members from the
Partnership for Peace program, the alli-
ance’s program of training the militaries of
the former warsaw Pact. In both the Persian
Gulf war and in Bosnia, the coalitions did
not include NATO members alone. So the
distinction between full membership and
partnership promises to be less important in
the alliance of the future.

The decision to use the alliance’s forces be-
yond NATO territory would require a unani-
mous decision of its members, including the
United States. That is the answer to those
who fear that such troops might be deployed
imprudently on far-flung missions to other
continents.

Defense of members’ territory would re-
main a solemn commitment of the Allies, of
course. But such territory is not now threat-
ened, nor is it likely to be in the foreseeable
future.

What should NATO do with, and about, the
Russians? An evolution in the alliance’s
focus and forces from defense of territory to
defense of common interests would signal to
Russian skeptics that NATO had moved be-
yond its original purpose of containing Mos-
cow. Moreover, Russian military leaders can
well understand the alliance’s shift from the
large static deployments of the cold war to
smaller, more mobile forces. They are trying
to do the same in their own program of mili-
tary reform. They have a strong incentive to
carry out such reforms in cooperation with
other partners.

The NATO-Russia Founding Act, which
provides the framework for the new alliance
and the new Russia to work together, is an
important step toward forging a productive
relationship between the two. Putting the
act’s political provisions into practice will
require responsible actions on both sides.
But the Founding Act’s military provisions
are less problematic and more important.
They offer tangible benefits to both sides in
the short and long term.

The objective of these provisions should be
permanent, institutionalized military rela-
tionships modeled on those forged in Bosnia,
where NATO and Russian soldiers have
served shoulder to shoulder. As has happened
before in the alliance, such cooperation
changes attitudes by creating shared posi-
tive experiences to supplant the memory of
dedicated antagonism. It also engages a crit-
ical constituency in the formation of the
new Eurasian security order: the Russian
military. Practical cooperation dealing with
real-world problems of mutual concern is
more important than meetings and councils.

And what should the alliance do about
other countries seeking admission? It should
remain open to membership to all states of
the Partnership for Peace, subject to their
ability to meet the stringent requirements
for admission. But no additional members
should be designated for admission until the
three countries now in the NATO queue are
fully prepared to bear the responsibilities of
membership and have been fully integrated
into the alliance military and political
structures.

What about the alliance’s relations with
other non-member states? The security con-

cerns of most countries of Eastern Europe
and the former Soviet Union will be ad-
dressed outside the context of NATO mem-
bership. But the alliance and the United
States must play a crucial role. Partnership
for Peace should receive attention com-
parable to that accorded to enlargement. In
particular, the partnership should receive
substantially more financing from alliance
members. Partnership for Peace countries
should be as capable of working with NATO
as NATO members are.

The alliance must also devote time, atten-
tion and resources to its relations with
Ukraine, now formalized through the NATO-
Ukraine Charter, and continue its strong
support of regional military cooperation
among partnership members.

We well understand that some of the ideas
we are advancing go beyond tradition. But to
resist change because change entails risk is
not only short-sighted but also dangerous.

One thing is clear. Neither the American
public nor the citizenry of its allies will con-
tinue to support an alliance—enlarged or
unenlarged—that appears to focus on non-
existent threats of aggression in Europe. For
NATO to succeed, it must develop the ability
to respond to today’s security needs.

Leadership requires vision. It also entails
determination, persistence, and having the
courage of one’s convictions. George Mar-
shall understood what it meant to lead. So
must we.

EXHIBIT 1

U.S. CONGRESS,
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,

Washington, DC, March 17, 1998.
Hon. JESSE HELMS,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Congressional
Budget Office has prepared the enclosed cost
estimate for the Resolution of Ratification
of Treaty Document 104–36.

If you wish further details on this esti-
mate, we will be pleased to provide them.
The CBO staff contact is Jeannette Deshong.

Sincerely,
JUNE E. O’NEILL,

Director.
Enclosure.

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE COST ESTIMATE

Resolution of Ratification of Treaty Document
105–36 (Protocols to the North Atlantic Trea-
ty of 1949 on Accession of Poland, Hungary,
and the Czech Republic)

Summary: The resolution would ratify pro-
tocols to the North Atlantic Treaty of 1949
that would admit Poland, Hungary, and the
Czech Republic as members of the North At-
lantic Treaty Organization (NATO). Expand-
ing the alliance would require the United
States to contribute additional funding for
equipment or capabilities shared by mem-
bers of NATO. CBO estimates that those
costs would initially be in the tens of mil-
lions of dollars and would reach about $100
million a year after four or five years. Ulti-
mately, the United States and its NATO al-
lies have considerable discretion in how to
implement the protocols and, therefore, in
the costs that would be incurred.

Estimated cost to the Federal Govern-
ment: On December 16, 1997, the United
States and the other parties to the North At-
lantic Treaty signed protocols to expand
NATO to include three new members. Article
V of the treaty commits each nation to pro-
vide assistance—including the use of armed
force—to restore and maintain the security
of any threatened member. The protocols, if
ratified, would extend full NATO member-
ship to Poland, Hungary and the Czech Re-
public including a security guarantee under
Article V.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES2278 March 19, 1998
In addition to spending for special national

needs, NATO members contribute funds for
equipment and facilities needed to accom-
plish common goals. NATO members share
the costs of the alliance’s spending for civil-
ian and military headquarters, the Airborne
Early Warning Force, various science and
public information programs, and the NATO
Security Investment Program (SIP) that
covers common infrastructure projects, com-
munications and air defense systems. Overall
totals for the commonly funded budgets are
determined collectively, and individual con-
tributions are based on formulas for burden
sharing.

Expanding the alliance would entail great-
er costs for improving command, control,
communications, logistics and infrastruc-
ture—primarily the activities covered under
SIP. The United States and its NATO allies,
however, would have considerable discretion
in how to implement the protocols and,
therefore, in the costs that would be in-
curred. For example, standards for facilities,
equipment, and training cover a wide range.
Depending on what standards NATO sets, the
budgetary consequences could vary substan-
tially. Nevertheless, NATO has provided
some initial studies that lay out basic mili-
tary requirements.

At the December 1997 ministerial meetings,
NATO’s Senior Resource Board (SRB) pre-
sented cost estimates for expansion-related
projects that would be eligible for common
funding. In that report, the SRB identified
cost of $1.5 billion for the next ten years. As-
suming that current rules for burden sharing
would continue under the protocols, the
United States would cover 25 percent of
those costs, or approximately $40 million per
year. Similarly, the Department of Defense
(DoD) assumes that NATO funding will in-
crease gradually over the next four to five
years with U.S. assessments for additional
military costs reaching $36 million in 2002.

CBO’s estimate includes an allowance of
$25 million a year for the likelihood that
U.S. costs would rise as NATO finalizes im-
plementation plans, engineering surveys, and
eligibility criteria for common funding. U.S.
costs might also be higher if new member
countries face difficulties paying for infra-
structure or if military plans become more
ambitious. In addition, the United States is
likely to incur bilateral costs for expanded
exercises, training, and programs to incor-
porate NATO compatible equipment into the
Central European militaries. CBO estimates
these costs would be low in the near-term
but could amount to $30 million to $45 mil-
lion a year after 2001 based on additional ex-
ercise costs for one brigade and two air
squadrons every year plus the cost of sub-
sidies for weapons purchases by the new
members.

Thus, CBO estimates that the costs to the
United States of expanding NATO would
total about $100 million a year after a transi-
tion period of four or five years. Roughly 90
percent of these costs would be charged to
Defense Department accounts for operation
and maintenance, and military construction.
The remaining 10 percent would accrue to
budget function 150, International Affairs.

Previous CBO estimate: The CBO paper
The Costs of Expanding the NATO Alliance
(March 1996) explored five different scenarios
for extending the NATO security guarantee
to four central European countries. The sce-
narios ranged from a low-threat security en-
vironment that called for minimal NATO re-
inforcement of Central Europe to a scenario
assuming a resurgent Russian threat that re-
quired the forward positioning of NATO
troops in Central Europe.

The cost estimates in that report focused
on the total costs to all NATO members, in-
cluding the new members who would bear

the largest shares of the total. Average an-
nual costs to the United States over a 15-
year period ranged from about $300 million
to $1.3 billion. However, some CBO prepared
that study, the SRB has provided clearer in-
dications of how NATO would use its discre-
tion to implement the protocols.

Pay-as-you-go considerations: None.
Intergovernmental and private-sector im-

pact: Section 4 of the Unfunded Mandates
Reform Act of 1995 excludes from the appli-
cation of that act any legislative provisions
that are necessary for the ratification or im-
plementation of international treaty obliga-
tions. CBO has determined that these proto-
cols fit within that exclusion, because they
make the Czech Republic, Poland, and Hun-
gary parties to the North Atlantic Treaty of
1949.

Estimate prepared by: Federal Costs:
Jeannette Deshong. Impact on State, Local,
and Tribal Governments: Pepper Santalucia.
Impact on the Private Sector: Eric Labs.

Estimate approved by: Paul N. Van de
Water, Assistant Director for Budget Analy-
sis.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, half a
century ago this year there were giants
in the land. President Truman, fol-
lowed by President Eisenhower, Sen-
ator Vandenberg in this body, others
who first envisaged and passed the
Marshall plan to secure economic free-
dom and prosperity in Western Europe
and then to create the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization to provide phys-
ical security behind which the nations
of Western Europe could build free and
prosperous societies. Those giants were
followed by dozens, perhaps hundreds,
of Members of this body who kept the
faith—my predecessor, Scoop Jackson,
from the State of Washington; Presi-
dents down through and including Ron-
ald Reagan and George Bush. And I
come to the floor today astounded at
opposition to this extension and to any
other extension to free nations, so as-
tounded that by comparison with those
giants, I am reminded of Casius’ de-
scription of Julius Caesar in Shake-
speare’s great play, when we are asked
to live up to his description of:

. . . we petty men
Walk under his huge legs and peep about
To find ourselves dishonorable graves.
Because of the vision of those men

and those women and, for that matter,
of the United States of America and
our allies in Western Europe, the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization became
the most successful single defense or-
ganization, security organization, in
the history of the world. Its ultimate
dreams came true both earlier and
more completely than any of its found-
ers could possibly have imagined when
they put it together and brought the
American people into it.

It was a treaty that joined together
not just allies in World War II, but
joined those allies together with their
principal enemies in World War II, Ger-
many and Italy, in the feeling that if
they were together, the kind of break-
down that took place in the years lead-
ing up to 1914 and, again, up to 1939
would be much less likely to take
place.

During that entire period of time,
there was a line, a north-south line,
through Central Europe: oppression
and dictatorship and economic stagna-
tion to the east; freedom, security and
prosperity to the west. Not once in its
most powerful days did the Soviet
Union ever cross that line and not at
all, incidentally—not once—during all
those years did the Western powers
with their military force cross that
line to the east. It was a shield, a cara-
pace behind which freedom could de-
velop.

But the dream of that freedom was
not limited to those within the organi-
zation to the west of that line. It acti-
vated, it inspired men and women east
of the line to be like the people of the
West, to join the people of the West,
tremendously costly to many of them.

When the people of Hungary at-
tempted to liberate themselves from
that Soviet tyranny, they were bru-
tally repressed by Soviet tanks. When
the people of the Czech Republic, in the
beginning of those years, attempted
even a modest measure of freedom,
they were repressed by Soviet tanks,
and those tanks spent the better part
of half a century in Poland absolutely
to ensure that the liberty-loving people
of Poland were not able to exercise
that liberty or to have a government
that was truly their own.

Then wonder of wonders, in a very
few short years, symbolized a little less
than a decade ago by the destruction of
the Berlin Wall, those nations and oth-
ers became free nations. They began to
realize their aspirations, and in the
case of those three, each one, in a short
period of time of less than a decade,
has become a functioning democracy,
has made a major beginning in reform-
ing its armed services, has moved deci-
sively in the direction of free markets
and has begun the long, long journey to
catch up with the West economically,
but catch up with the West in spirit it
has.

What do those nations desire? They
desire the security that history has
never given them, that their own inde-
pendent power has never given them.
They desire to be a part of the West,
lock, stock and barrel, and they see the
essential element of being western to
be members of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization. They know, they
have learned from history, that that
membership, and that membership
alone, will ensure that they can con-
tinue the freedom which is still so
young in them and continue the move
toward prosperity and toward Western
institutions, and that we, who not only
spent trillions of dollars in preserving
the free world through our armed serv-
ices, but hundreds of millions, billions
of dollars in broadcasting to these
countries the message of freedom and
the, at least implicit and I think often
explicit, promise that the day would
come when they could be lock, stock
and barrel a part of the West, are now
asked by, hopefully, not much more
than a handful of the Members in this
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body, to reject them, to say that some-
how or another, there will be more se-
curity in a vacuum in Eastern and Cen-
tral Europe than there will be with the
very kind of precise line that the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization drew so
decisively and so successfully half a
century ago.

But nothing, Mr. President, nothing
in the history of nations in this world
indicates that a vacuum filled by small
and weak powers can possibly be sta-
ble, can possibly be the object of any-
thing other than irredentist aspira-
tions on the part of one of the two na-
tions that throughout its history has
been the most aggressive in destroying
the freedom of those countries.

Germany, now totally integrated
into the West, no longer a threat, but
no longer a threat to France because
they are joined together, and is soon to
be no longer a threat to Poland or to
Hungary or to the Czech Republic, be-
cause they will be joined together.

The case for NATO expansion is sim-
ply overwhelming. It is stunning to me
that we are so much as debating its de-
sirability in this body and stunning to
me that essentially the only reason for
opposition to it is that the most trucu-
lent element left in Russia, its Duma,
dominated by former Communists,
those portions of its leadership that
are most unwilling to give up what
they have had previously, most desir-
ous to restore the status quo ante-1989,
will be offended if these countries are
brought into alliance with the United
States, the United Kingdom, France,
Germany and the other members of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization.

Mr. President, that is the best reason
to join those countries with us. Far
better to do it when there is no imme-
diate threat from the East than when
there is, when, I can assure you, the
kind of opposition you have heard here
today would be much louder than it is
today.

I think it is appropriate to go beyond
the naming of these three nations. One
of the most principled actions in Amer-
ican diplomatic history, in my view,
was the absolute refusal for more than
half a century on the part of the
United States to recognize the Soviet
conquest of the three Baltic republics.
We, and almost we alone, continued to
recognize their right to independence,
and one can certainly make the propo-
sition that it was the desire and the
movement for independence in those
three countries that was the imme-
diate and proximate cause of the col-
lapse of the Soviet Union itself.

I believe, Mr. President—I believe
firmly—that any nation that adopts se-
cure and democratic institutions, a
free-market approach to its economy
and a Western-oriented means of de-
fense, has the right seriously to be con-
sidered in this part of Europe for mem-
bership in the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization. Personally, I believe that
both Slovenia and Estonia have al-
ready met those qualifications. Other
nations have not yet, though most of
them strive in that direction.

Again, to crush their aspirations, le-
gitimate aspirations, aspirations that
we have supported for more than half a
century, by an arbitrary statement
that they will not be considered for
membership for a fixed period of time,
no matter how successful they are, no
matter how democratic they are, no
matter how much they may be threat-
ened by some future Russia in that pe-
riod of time, is perverse and wrong and,
even more significant, dangerous to the
peace of Europe and to the peace of the
world.

A bright line is a much greater con-
tributor to peace than a vague set of
feelings or concerns or worries about
the least regressive elements in Rus-
sian society. Just as a democratic and
a free-market Germany appropriately
became a pillar of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization, so at some future
date could a secure and stable and
democratic and free-market Russia.

I think that day is a long way off,
much farther than I would like. But
until that day, to say that others who
have met those qualifications, who
have had to live through occupation
and repression from that country,
should be left on their own flies in the
face of all of the lessons of history that
we have learned since the end of World
War II.

So, Mr. President, I believe that we
should reject soundly the Warner-Moy-
nihan pause proposal and enthusiasti-
cally and overwhelmingly adopt the
resolution of ratification that we have
before us.

The cold war resulted in a victory for
the ideals of the United States and its
Western allies. And it should be con-
solidated by joining with it those who
share those ideals, those who fought
for those ideals, often to their very
great detriment over the course of the
last century.

The position taken by my distin-
guished friend from Delaware is totally
and entirely correct. I congratulate
him for it. I am convinced that we
should go forward boldly into the fu-
ture with the greatest degree of con-
fidence in the correctness of our cause
and only in that fashion will we be
worthy of our predecessors in this body
who created the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, I rise to request that my
colleagues in the Senate conduct delib-
erative and thorough debate on NATO
expansion before the expected vote
next week.

Many questions remain regarding
cost, strategic objective and military
requirements of the proposed expan-
sion. If NATO enlargement makes
sense, it will make more sense the
more it is discussed. We should not cas-
ually rush through debate in the Sen-
ate.

This should not be a sentimental de-
cision about our historic relationship
with Europe, but a hard-nosed decision
about extending a military guarantee
to a precise piece of territory under

current strategic circumstances. Our
moral obligation to these countries
was abundantly met by generations of
Americans, who spent trillions of dol-
lars to win the cold war. This decision
should be about the next 50 years, not
the last 50.

For this reason, I ask unanimous
consent that several editorials and ar-
ticles about the impact of NATO ex-
pansion be printed in the RECORD for
the benefit of all Senators.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 19, 1998]
FOREIGN POLICY BY IMPULSE

(By Jim Hoagland)
The U.S. Senate is moving in haste toward

a climactic vote on NATO expansion, a for-
eign policy initiative that defines the Clin-
ton administration’s approach to the world
as one of strategic promiscuity and impulse.
The Senate should not join in that approach.

Foreign policy is the grand abstraction of
American presidents. They strive to bargain
big, or not at all, on the world stage. They
feel more free there than they do at home to
dream, to emote, to rise or fall on principled
positions, or to stab others in the back at a
time of their choosing.

More able to ignore the niggling daily bar-
gains that blur and bend their domestic poli-
cies, presidents treat foreign policy as the
realm in which they express their essence
and personality most directly.

Think in a word, or two, of our recent
presidents and U.S. foreign policy in their
day: Johnson’s word would be overreaching.
Nixon, paranoid. Carter, delusionally trust-
ing. Reagan, sunnily simplistic. Bush, pru-
dent technician.

NATO expansion is the Clintonites’ most
vaunted contribution to diplomacy, and they
characteristically assert they can have it all,
when they want, without paying any price.
Do it, the president told the Senate leader-
ship Monday in a letter asking for an imme-
diate vote. Others will later clean up messy
strategic details such as the mission an ex-
panded NATO will have and who else may
join.

Sound familiar? Yes, in part because all
administrations advance this argument:
Trust us. This will turn out all right. Rus-
sians will learn that NATO expansion is good
for them. The French will not be able to use
expansion to dilute U.S. influence over Eu-
rope, try as they may. This will cost Amer-
ican taxpayers only a penny or two a day.
And so on, on a number of debatable points
that I think will work out quite differently
than the administration claims.

But there is also a familiarity of style here
distinctive to this president and those clos-
est to him. And why not? The all-embracing,
frantic, gargantuan lifestyle that has al-
lowed those other affairs of state—the
Lewinsky, Willey, Jones allegations—to be-
come the talk of the world (justifiably or
otherwise) also surfaces in major policy mat-
ters. The Senate vote on NATO is not occur-
ring in a vacuum.

Life is not neatly compartmentalized. The
paranoia and conspiracy that enveloped the
Nixon White House manifested itself in the
bombing of Hanoi and the overthrow of Chil-
ean President Salvador Allende as well as in
Watergate. The Great Society and Vietnam
were not conflicting impulses for Lyndon
Johnson, as is often assumed, but different
sides of the same overreaching coin. The
lack of perspective and deliberation apparent
in the handling of NATO expansion is appar-
ent elsewhere in the Clinton White House.
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On the issue at hand, the White House is

urging the Senate to amend the NATO char-
ter to admit the Czech Republic, Hungary
and Poland. Majority Leader Trent Lott re-
sponded to Clinton’s letter by saying he
would schedule a vote in a few days, despite
appeals from 16 senators for more, and more
focused, discussion.

Clinton opposes any more debate, even
though he has not addressed the American
public on this historic step and even though
there is no consensus in the United States or
within the 16-member alliance on the strate-
gic mission of an expanded NATO or on its
future membership.

A new ‘‘strategic concept’’ for NATO will
not be publicly reached until April 1999,
when it is to be unveiled at a 50th anniver-
sary summit in Washington. When Secretary
of State Madeleine Albright recently said in
Brussels that NATO would evolve into ‘‘a
force for peace from the Middle East to Cen-
tral Africa,’’ European foreign ministers
quickly signaled opposition to such a radical
expansion of the alliance’s geographical area
of responsibility.

And Albright’s deputy, Strobe Talbott,
surprised some European ambassadors to
Washington last week when he gave a ring-
ing endorsement to the possibility of even-
tual Russian membership in NATO, an idea
that divides NATO governments and which
the administration has not highlighted for
the Senate.

‘‘I regard Russia as a peaceful democratic
state that is undergoing one of the most ar-
duous transitions in history,’’ Talbott said
in response to a question asked at a sympo-
sium at the British Embassy. He said Clinton
strongly supported the view that ‘‘no emerg-
ing democracy should be excluded because of
size, geopolitical situation or historical ex-
perience. That goes for very small states,
such as the Baltics, and it goes for the very
largest, that is for Russia.’’ This is a mes-
sage that Clinton has given Boris Yeltsin in
their private meetings, Talbott emphasized.

‘‘This is a classic case of never saying
never,’’ Talbott continued. ‘‘If the day comes
when this happens, it will be a very different
Russia, a very different Europe and a very
different NATO.’’

How different, and in what ways, is worth
discussing before the fact. The Clinton ad-
ministration has not taken seriously its re-
sponsibility to think through the con-
sequences of its NATO initiative and to ex-
plain those consequences to the American
people. The Senate needs an extended de-
bate, not an immediate vote.

[From the Hill, Mar. 18, 1998] NATO: WHAT’S
THE RUSH?

There’s an unseemly haste in the way the
Clinton administration and the foreign pol-
icy establishment are pushing the Senate for
an immediate vote on expanding the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) to in-
clude Poland, Hungary and the Czech Repub-
lic.

As a bipartisan group of 17 senators argued
in a letter urging Majority Leader Trent
Lott (R) of Mississippi to postpone the vote
until at least June 1, there are still to many
unanswered questions about what figures to
be one of the most important foreign policy
issues in recent years.

‘‘We are uncomfortable voting when so
many of the purposes and assumptions of
NATO enlargement remain either ambiguous
or contradictory,’’ the senators wrote Lott
last week. The group of eight Republicans
and nine Democrats, let by Bob Smith (R–
N.H.) and Tom Harkin (D–Iowa), pointed out
that expanding the NATO military alliance
to include the three former Communist
countries could have enormous unforseen fi-
nancial, political and military consequences.

‘‘This is basic, hard-nosed American for-
eign policy here,’’ Smith told The New York
Times as he explained why he and his col-
leagues are seeking to delay a vote, which
was expected in the next few days, and force
an extended public debate on the issue. ‘‘It
deserves that attention,’’ he added.

Some of the unforeseen consequences of a
rush to judgment on NATO expansion are
spelled out on page 40 by Ted Galen Car-
penter, vice president for defense and foreign
policy studies at the libertarian Cato Insti-
tute. According to Galen, ‘‘three lethal
booby traps await the United States if NATO
expansion goes forward. ‘‘They include po-
tential conflicts between Poland, Hungary
and the Czech Republic and their neighbors;
damaging our relationship with Russia and
driving it into the arms of Iran, Iraq and
China; and committing the United States to
pouring money down ‘‘a financial black
hole.’’

The latter point is one of the most critical,
according to those who either oppose expan-
sion or want to see it more fully debated.
The Clinton administration has estimated
that the cost of expanding the alliance will
be $1.5 billion over the next decade, but ear-
lier estimates range from $27 billion to $35
billion over 13 years (the Pentagon) and from
$61 billion to $125 billion over 15 years (the
Congressional Budget Office). The fact is
that more accurate and realistic cost
projects simply cannot be calculated at this
time.

The administration’s $1.5 billion projection
‘‘is a politically driven document that re-
flects the inability of the proposed new
members and the unwillingness of the West
European countries to pick up the real finan-
cial tab,’’ Carpenter asserts.

We agree with Carpenter and the Senate’s
go-slow faction, including Sen. Daniel Pat-
rick Moynihan (D–N.Y.), who thinks that
there is no quick fix for healing the wounds
inflicted on Central and Eastern Europe by a
half century of harsh authoritarian Soviet
rule.

Rather than adding three former Com-
munist countries to an organization that was
conceived as a military barrier to the spread
of communism in Europe—a dubious propo-
sition now that such a threat no longer ex-
ists—Moynihan would like to see them first
become members of the economically ori-
ented European Union before being admitted
to NATO.

Lott should delay the vote on NATO ex-
pansion and give the Senate time to conduct
a full and extended debate on this important
issue.

[From the Hill, Mar. 18, 1998]
THE THREE BOOBY TRAPS OF NATO

EXPANSION

(By Ted Galen Carpenter)
Both the Clinton administration and the

Senate Republican leadership are using a
full-court press to get an immediate Senate
vote on NATO expansion. Senators should re-
sist such pressure for a rush to judgment be-
fore addressing the numerous problems asso-
ciated with NATO expansion.

Proponents frequently act as through
NATO is a democratic honor society that the
nations of Central and Eastern Europe
should be able to join. But NATO is a mili-
tary alliance, and the decision to extend U.S.
security guarantees to new members is seri-
ous business.

Three lethal booby traps await the United
States if NATO expansion goes forward.

Any enemy of my ally becomes my enemy:
Before senators welcome Poland, the Czech
Republic and Hungary into NATO’s ranks,
they should assess potential conflicts that
might embroil those countries. It would be a

sobering exercise. Relations between Poland
and neighboring Belarus, already tense, are
rapidly deteriorating. Belarus recently re-
called its ambassador from Warsaw and has
banned Polish priests from entering the
country. President Alexander Lukashenko
ominously accuses the Polish minority in
Belarus’s western provinces of disloyalty.

Hungary has troubled relations with three
of its neighbors—Romania, Slovakia and
Serbia. Slovakia’s prime minister continu-
ously slanders the large Hungarian minority
in his country and late last year proposed a
population transfer that would send tens of
thousands of ethnic Hungarians back to Hun-
gary.

Relations between Hungary and Serbia are
even worse. Indeed, the treatment of the
Hungarian minority in Serbia’s province of
Vojvodina mirrors Belgrade’s repression of
the Albanians in Kosovo. Vojvodina has the
potential to explode just as Kosovo has now
done.

Thus, NATO expansion could entangle
America in numerous murky, parochial dis-
putes among Central and East European
countries. Do Americans really want U.S.
troops in the middle of a conflict between
Hungary and Slovakia, or Hungary and Ser-
bia, or Poland and Belarus? Yet NATO ex-
pansion entails precisely that sort of danger.

Poisoning the relationship with Russia:
The conventional wisdom is that, since the
signing of the Founding Act between Russia
and NATO, Moscow no longer opposes NATO
expansion. Nothing could be further from the
truth. A recent op-ed by Russia’s ambassador
to the United States makes it clear that
Russian leaders regard even the first round
of expansion as an unfriendly act. Any subse-
quent round, especially one that tried to in-
corporate the Baltic republics, would risk a
military collision with a nuclear-armed
great power.

Indeed, the Founding Act itself could be-
come a source of recrimination. U.S. officials
insist that the agreement gives Russia ‘‘a
voice, not a veto’’ over NATO policy, but
that is not the way Russian officials have in-
terpreted the Founding Act. President Boris
Yeltsin assured the Duma that the act gave
Russia a veto over invitations to new mem-
bers beyond the first round as well as over
future ‘‘out of area’’ NATO missions, for ex-
ample in the Balkans. U.S. and Russian offi-
cials cannot both be right.

Russia is reacting badly even to the initial
round of expansion. Moscow has responded to
NATO’s encroachment by forging closer ties
with both Iran and Iraq and undermining
U.S. policy throughout the Middle East. Still
more worrisome are the growing political
and military links between Russia and
China. Moscow and Beijing speak openly of a
‘‘strategic partnership,’’ and China has be-
come Russia’s largest arms customer—some-
thing that would have been unthinkable a
few years ago.

If the United States drifts into a new Cold
War with Russia because Washington insists
on giving security guarantees to a collection
of small Central and East European states,
that will go down in history as a colossal
policy blunder.

A financial black hole: NATO and the Clin-
ton administration now insist that the alli-
ance can be expanded for a paltry $1.5 billion
over 10 years. That conclusion differs sharply
from an earlier Congressional Budget Office
(CBO) estimate of $61 billion to $125 billion
over 15 years and the Pentagon’s own origi-
nal estimate of $27 billion to $35 billion over
13 years. The latest NATO and administra-
tion projection doesn’t even pass the
straightface test. It is a politically driven
document that reflects the inability of the
proposed new members and the unwillingness
of the West European countries to pick up
the real financial tab.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S2281March 19, 1998
Johns Hopkins University Professor Mi-

chael Mandelbaum aptly describes NATO ex-
pansion as ‘‘the mother of all unfunded man-
dates.’’ If expansion is not merely an exer-
cise in empty political symbolism, even the
CBO estimate could prove to be conservative.
Moreover, none of the estimates takes into
account the probable costs of subsequent
rounds of expansion, yet administration
leaders insist that they will occur.

In light of those troubling facts, the Sen-
ate should at least conduct a lengthy, com-
prehensive debate on NATO expansion, not
rush through the proceedings as if the issue
was akin to designating National Wildflower
Week. After all, the decision may determine
whether American troops someday have to
fight and die in Eastern Europe.

[From the Boston Globe, Mar. 18, 1998]
SENATE RECKLESSNESS ON NATO?

The Senate is poised to make a serious
mistake by ratifying a first stage of NATO
expansion. The anticipated inclusion of Po-
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic is a
momentous decision, enlarging the treaty
organization and the geopolitical area cov-
ered by the allies’ mutual security guaran-
tee. If ever a Senate vote deserved prudent
deliberation, this is it.

Unfortunately, sensible requests from
some senators to pause for careful consider-
ation of this first round of enlargement have
been rejected, and there are not enough
votes to pass an amendment by Senators
John Warner of Virginia and Patrick Moy-
nihan of New York, who proposed a pause of
three years before NATO admits a second
flight of new members.

In a letter to the Senate minority leader,
Tom Daschle, on Saturday, President Clin-
ton argued that for the sake of enhanced se-
curity, ‘‘we must leave the door open to the
addition of other qualified new members in
the future. The ‘open door’ commitment
made by all the allies has played a vital role
in ensuring that the process of enlargement
benefits the security of the entire region, not
just these first three members.’’

But the administration has yet to make a
convincing case that NATO enlargement at
the present time is truly necessary to Euro-
pean or American security. With the dis-
appearance of the Soviet Union, the states of
Central and Eastern Europe face no immi-
nent threat from an expansionist super-
power. And if political upheavals in Russia
raised the specter of such a threat in the fu-
ture, there would be time to prepare for it
and enlarge the alliance. NATO’s expansion,
rather than enhancing Europe’s stability,
could endanger it.

President Vaclav Havel of the Czech Re-
public has made a strong case for anchoring
the former members of the Warsaw Pact in
the West. But the commonality of values in-
voked by Havel need not mean immediate in-
clusion in a military alliance formed to keep
Soviet forces from invading Western Europe.

There are other, wiser ways to pursue what
Clinton calls ‘‘our strategic goal of building
an undivided, democratic, and peaceful Eu-
rope.’’

[From the Newark (NJ) Star-Ledger]
UNDUE HASTE ON NATO EXPANSION

(By David Border)
This week the Senate, which counts among

its major accomplishments this year renam-
ing Washington National Airport for Presi-
dent Ronald Reagan and officially labeling
Saddam Hussein a war criminal, takes up the
matter of enlarging the 20th century’s most
successful military alliance, the North At-
lantic Treaty Organization.

The Senate just spent two weeks arguing
over how to slice up the pork in the $214 bil-

lion highway and mass transit bill. It will, if
plans hold, spend only a few days on moving
the NATO shield hundreds of miles eastward
to include Poland, Hungary and the Czech
Republic.

The reason is simple. As Sen. Connie Mack
of Florida, the chairman of the Senate Re-
publican Conference, told me while trying to
herd reluctant senators into a closed-door
discussion of the NATO issue one afternoon
last week, ‘‘No one is interested in this at
home,’’ so few of his colleagues think it
worth much of their time.

It is a cliche to observe that since the Cold
War ended, foreign policy has dropped to the
bottom of voters’ concerns. But as two of the
senators who question the wisdom of NATO’s
expansion, Democrat Daniel Moynihan of
New York and Republican John Warner of
Virginia, remarked in separate interviews,
serious consideration of treaties and mili-
tary alliances once was considered what the
Senate was for. No longer.

Wrapping the three former Soviet sat-
ellites in the warm embrace of NATO is an
appealing notion to many senators, notwith-
standing the acknowledgement by advocates
that the Czech Republic and Hungary have a
long way to go to bring their military forces
up to NATO standards. As the date for ratifi-
cation has approached, estimates of the costs
to NATO have been shrinking magically, but
the latest NATO estimate of $1.5 billion over
the next decade is barely credible.

The administration, in the person of Sec-
retary of State Madeleine Albright, has re-
fused to say what happens next if NATO
starts moving eastward toward the border of
Russia. ‘‘The door is open’’ to other coun-
tries with democratic governments and free
markets, Albright says. The administration
is fighting an effort by Warner and others to
place a moratorium on admission of addi-
tional countries until it is known how well
the first recruits are assimilated.

Moynihan points out that if the Baltic
countries of Latvia, Estonia and Lithuania,
which are panting for membership, are
brought in, the United States and other sig-
natories will have a solemn obligation to de-
fend territory farther east than the western-
most border of Russia. He points to a Rus-
sian government strategy paper published
last December saving the expansion of NATO
inevitably means Russia will have to rely in-
creasingly on nuclear weapons.

Moynihan and Warner are far from alone in
raising alarms about the effect of NATO en-
largement on U.S.-Russian relations. The
Duma, Russia’s parliament, on Jan. 23 passed
a resolution calling NATO expansion the big-
gest threat to Russia since the end of World
War II. The Duma has blocked ratification of
the START II nuclear arms agreement
signed in 1993 and approved by the Senate
two years ago.

George Kennan, the elder statesman who
half a century ago devised the fundamental
strategy for ‘‘containment’’ of the Soviet
Union, has called the enlargement of NATO
a classic policy blunder. Former Sen. Sam
Nunn of Georgia, until his retirement last
year the Democrats’ and the Senate’s lead-
ing military authority, told me, ‘‘Russian
cooperation in avoiding proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction is our most im-
portant national security objective, and this
(NATO expansion) makes them more sus-
picious and less cooperative.’’

To the extent this momentous step has
been debated at all, it has taken place out-
side the hearing of the American people. Too
bad our busy Senate can’t find time before it
votes to let the public in on the argument.

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. BIDEN. I know the Senator from
Connecticut wishes to speak. I will just
take 2 minutes here.

One, I want to make it clear, when I
was making a case to my friends from
Virginia and New York about the com-
parison of Turkey and Poland, it did
not relate to whether there was merit
in defending Turkey. There is. Not only
merit, there is an obligation. I was
making the larger point which goes to
the serious issue the Senator from Vir-
ginia has raised honestly—and the only
one who has done it forthrightly so
far—and that is, is there a consensus in
America to defend any European coun-
try?

Whatever commitment we make, we
must keep. And he is right in raising
the issue: Are the American people—do
you all understand, all America, that if
we expand, we are committing our sa-
cred honor to defend Poland as we have
Germany, to defend the Czech Republic
as we have England, to defend the
country of Hungary as we have Den-
mark? Are we prepared to do that?
That should be discussed, and it should
be discussed forthrightly. And I thank
him for raising that issue.

There is much more to say, but I will
have plenty of chance to say it, so I
yield to my friend from Connecticut.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. I see my colleague from
Missouri is here. I tell him this will be
very brief, my remarks. I don’t want
him to depart. I know he has been
standing here for some time.

It is on an unrelated matter that is
the subject of this debate, Mr. Presi-
dent. And let me just say, having the
privilege of standing here and listening
to the Presiding Officer share his re-
marks, I commend him for those re-
marks. And I thank my colleague from
Delaware for yielding here.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak as in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

HIS EMINENCE BERNARD CAR-
DINAL LAW, ARCHBISHOP OF
BOSTON, REFLECTING ON CUBA

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, earlier last
week I had the privilege of having a
brief conversation with His Eminence
Bernard Cardinal Law, the Archbishop
of Boston. In fact, it is a nice coinci-
dence that my colleague from Missouri
is here on the floor as I say these re-
marks, because I shared with him a
message that Cardinal Law had sent to
our colleague from Missouri, Senator
ASHCROFT, who had the privilege of
knowing Cardinal Law when he was
presiding as a bishop in Missouri back
before assuming his present post. And
he extended his best wishes to our col-
league from Missouri. So I appreciate
his presence here on the floor as I share
these remarks.

In the course of our conversation,
Cardinal Law mentioned to me he was
going to be speaking at a conference
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